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SUMMARY  OF  RESULTS 
One  of  the  areas  relating  to  the  development  of  a  supersonic 
transport  is  the  effect  of  its  sonic  boom  upon  cormnunities.  It 
is  difficult  to  carry  out  controlled  experiments  although  two 
such  studies  have  been  conducted,  one  in St. Louis (1962-1963) 
and  the  other  in  Oklahoma  City (1965). An opportunity  arose  in 
1967 to  conduct  an  "uncontrolled"  experiment  because  the U. S. 
Air  Force was planning  to  fly  their  supersonic SR-71 airplane  on 
routine  training  flights  over  six  major  metropolitan  areas. 
These  were  Atlanta,  Chicago, Dallas, Denver,  Los  Angeles,  and 
Minneapolis. 
The  summary,  given  below,  lists  only  those  items  which  are  well 
justified  by  the  data.  Much more  information  is  included  in  the 
main  body  of  the  report,  and  most  of  the  raw  data,  as  well  as 
the  questionnaires  and  references,  are  in  the  Appendix. 
It should  be  remembered,  while  reading  the  summary,  that  the 
boom  exposure  from  the SR-71 flights  was not severe.  The  peak 
overpressures  ranged in mean  values  from  slightly  less  than 
one  psf  to  about  two  psf.  The  average  number of booms  varied 
from  one to  three  booms  every  three  days. 
The  findings  are: 
1) Respondents  have  a  negative  attitude  toward  the  sonic 
boom, and  this  attitude  increases  rapidly  in  strength 
as  the  number  of  booms  per  day  increases. 
2) Respondents  rank  the  boom  at  the  top  of  the  list  of 
"most  unwanted"  sounds in the  neighborhood  even  though 
they  indicate  their  normal  household  activities  are not 
disturbed  any  more  during  the SR-71 flight  booming  than 
they  were  before  the  flights.  Since  the  majority  of 
respondents  described  the  boom  as  startling,  it  seems 
reasonable  to  expect  that  this  impulse  type  sound  would 
not  cause  disturbance of activities  but  certainly  it 
would  rank  high  as  an  unwanted  sound. 
3)  The  annoyance  of  respondents  toward  the  boom  increased 
by a  factor  of  two  during  booming  as  compared  to  the 
level  of  annoyance  prior  to  the SR-71 flights.  The 
absolute  level  of  annoyance,  even  under  booming, is, 
however,  not  unusually  high  when  compared  with  their 
annoyance  to  other  sounds.  The pre-SR-71 flight 
annoyance  level  for  booms  was  essentially  the  same  as 
the  annoyance  level  for  "dogs  and  other  pets";  whereas 
at  that  same  time  the  level  of  annoyance  for  automobiles 
and  trucks  was  one  and  one-half  times  that  for  sonic 
booms. 
4 )  Turning  to  the  comparison of  complainants  and non: 
complainants,  there  are no real  differences  in  the 
socioeconomic  level  (i.e.,  level  of  occupation,  income, 
education, etc.)  of  the  complainants  and  non-complainants. 
The  only  real  difference  is  that  more  than 90 percent 
of the  complainants own their  homes  and  feel  that  the 
boom  has  damaged  their  homes. 
5) The  complainants  are not unusually  sensitive  to  noise  in 
general  (when  compared  to  non-complainants) . 
Complainants  choose  the  sonic  boom  as  the  most  unneces- 
sary  and  hence  the  first  sound  they  would  like  to 
eliminate;  whereas  non-complainants  rate, on the  same 
basis,  the  boom  slightly  below  hot  rods/motorcycles  and 
subsonic  aircraft  operations. 
Almost  three-fourths of all  complainants  have  a  strong 
negative  attitude  toward  the  boom  compared to about  one- 
half of the  non-complainants who have  the  same  strong 
negative  attitude. 
There is not a  large  difference in the  negative  attitude 
toward  the  boom  between  renters  and  non-renters;  but of 
those who complain,  over 90 percent  are  home  owners. 
Complainants  report  that  their  household  activities  are 
twice as disturbed  compared  to  non-complainants. 
There is, at best, only  a  slight  effect  of  negative  news 
media  coverage  upon  the  attitudes of the  respondents 
toward  the  boom. 
A  tentative  causal  model  relating  the  hearing  of  sonic 
booms  to  attitudes  and  reactions  indicates  that  a 
negative  attitude  toward  the  boom  must  be  developed 
before  the  respondent  reports  an  increase in disturbance 
of his  activities. It is  this  disturbance  of  activities 
that  then  relates  to  the  level of annoyance of the, 
respondent.  The  importance  of  this  finding  is  that  the 
reaction  pattern  appears to be  different  for  sonic  booms 
and  subsonic  aircraft  noise.  Although  the  evidence is 
limited  and  it is hoped  that  further  work of this  nature 
./ 
can be done,  the resul ts  suggest  that-scient i f ic  quest ions 
may well be raised as t o  t h e  meaning of "controlled" 
experiments equating acceptabili ty of booms and subsonic 
noise.   Specifically,   should  the  extrapolation  of  such 
data  be heavi ly  re l ied upon t o  p r e d i c t  an acceptable 
sonic boom level based upon an acceptable subsonic noise 
level? 
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CHAPTER I 
THE  RESEARCH  SETTING  AND  PROCEDURE 
1.1 Introduction 
The purpose of this  report  is  to  assess  the  nature of public 
reaction  to  sonic  booms  in  selected  metropolitan  areas of the 
United  States,  and  to  identify  the  major  social  or  psychological 
factors  that  are  associated with one  or  another  type  of  public 
reaction  to  sonic  booms of relatively  modest  overpressure  levels. 
For  some  time  TRACOR  has  been  engaged  in  scientific  studies of 
community  reactions to environmental noise, particularly  subsonic 
aircraft  noise.  The  Air Force was to  begin  controlled  training 
and  test  flights of the  supersonic SR-71 reconnaissance  airplane 
during  the  period when TRACOR  was  conducting  extensive  survey 
interviews  and  noise  measurements  around  airports  in  major  metro- 
politan  areas of the  Midwest,  Southwest,  and  West  Coast in early 
1967.  Some of the  projected SR-71 flight  paths  covered  cities 
where  TRACOR was conducting  field work, and  the  firm was  asked 
to  broaden  its  research  to  cover  the  effects  of  sonic  booms 
generated  by  the  SR-71. 
The  research,  recommended by  the  Office  of  Science  and  Technology 
Sonic  Boom  Coordinating  Committee,  Committee  on  Hearing,  Bio- 
acoustics  and  Biomechanics (CHABA) of  the  National  Academy  of 
Science,  National  Research  Council, and  the  NAS  Committee on 
SST-Sohic  Boom, is part  of  an  intensive  investigation  undertaken 
by  the Federal  Aviation  Agency (FAA), the  National  Aeronautics 
and  Space  Administration (NASA),  and  the  United  States  Air Force 
(USAF). A number of laboratory  and  field  tests  have  been  sponsored 
and  directed  by  these  agencies  in an effort  to  forecast  the 
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reaction of the  public  to  regular  supersonic  flights  over 
populated  land  areas. The British  and French have conducted 
similar  investigations. 
1.2 The Experimental Design 
In May  1967  TRACOR,  under  contract  NASW-1549, was conducting 
interviews  in  Dallas  designed to  study  the  relations  of  community 
reaction  to  airport  noise  exposure  at  the  time  that  the Air Force, 
Federal  Aviation  Administration,  and the, National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration  realized  that  supersonic SR-71 flights  were 
scheduled  to  begin  over  Dallas  the  first of July  1967. In 
addition,  TRACOR was scheduled  to  conduct  its  subsonic  noise 
study in Denver,  Chicago,  and Los Angeles.  The  Air  Force  had 
also  scheduled  its SR-71 training  flights  over  these  cities  as 
well as  over  Atlanta  and  Minneapolis. 
TRACOR  was  asked to expand  its  field  test  crews  as  quickly  as 
possible  to  sample  the  population in the six  cities  prior  to  the 
start  of  the SR-71 training  flights.  TRACOR was told  that  these 
training  flights  would  continue  for  some  time,  possibly  for  as 
long  as  two  years. We were  asked  to  develop an experimental 
design  based  upon  preflight  tests,  during  flight  tests  and  post- 
flight  tests. 
Initially  the  basic  pattern of the  overall  research  plan was one 
of  identifying  common  social  and  behavioral  reactions of popula- 
tions  exposed  to  the  sonic  boom  over  time,  as  compared  to  similar 
populations not exposed.  Such  a  research  task  calls  for  a  scheme 
widely  used  in  social  science  termed "the  method of difference," 
which  requires  observations of matched  experimental  and  control 
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populations  prior to  the introduction of a  stimulus  for  the 
experimental  population  but  not for the  control  population. 1 
Because of the  shortage of time,  there  was  little  choice in
developing a completely new questionnaire  before  the SR-71 flights 
started.  Questionnaire A being  used in the  subsonic  noise  study 
was  modified  to  include  questions  related  to  sonic  boom noise, 
and  this  became  Questionnaire  B  which  was  used  in  the  first 
part of this  study.  Approximately  one  month  after  field  testing 
started , the SR-71 training  flights  started.  By  this time- 
5,005 preflight  interviews  had  been  obtained; however, during 
the next month the Air  Force  decided  to  change  their  training 
flight  schedule  in  September  or  October  to  avoid  flying  over  the 
six  metropolitan  areas  which  were  scheduled  for  tests.  At  this 
point  the  experimental  design  was  changed,  and  emphasis  was 
shifted  from  a before-durhg-after type of study  to  one  which 
studies not only  the  change  in  annoyance  with  booming  but  also 
studies  complainants  as  well  as  non-complainants. 
During  the  four  to  six  month  period  that  followed  cessation  of 
the SR-71 flights TRACOR was unable to  conduct  field  tests  due  to 
circumstances  beyond  our  control.  Lists  of  complainants were 
being  tabulated  by  Federal  Agencies however; and  in  February 1968 
when  field  testing  was  resumed,  the  design now included  approxi- 
mately 36 percent  complainants in the  postflight  interviews.  It 
must  be kept in  mind  that  the  total  postflight  test  sample was 
purposely  biased  toward  complainants,  as  the  typical  level of 
complaint was less  than. one  percent of the  exposed  population 
(compared  to 36 percent in the  post-test sample). 
'For a  concise  exDlanation of this  exDerimenta1  Drocedure.  see 
Goode; William JL. , and Hatt, Paul K.: Methods ih Social  Research, 
New York: McGraw Hill Publishing Co., Inc. ( 1 9 6 3 ) .  
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Of the 1,019 postfl ight respondents 360 were registered complainants 
(those who ca l l ed  to  complain plus those who claimed damage t o  
their  house) ,  456 were chosen from pref l ight  respondents  for  
reinterviewing, and 203 were chosen  randomly. P a r t i a l  a n a l y s i s  
of the preflight data obtained using Form B indicated a need t o  
modify some of  the  questions.  Also  because  of  the  long  delay 
since the SR-71 f l i g h t s  had stopped and the  s l i gh t  change i n  
emphasis toward understanding the nature of the complainants, a 
new questionnaire (Form C )  was devised.  This  questionnaire was 
used f o r  a l l  Time I1 respondents. 
1 . 3  Sampling Plan  Schedule 
Six  metropolitan  areas were t o  be sampled.  Because there  was 
less  than two months time t o  develop a quest ionnaire ,  draw 
samples, and obtain the interviews,  i t  w a s  not possible t o  t e s t  
a l l  s ix  a reas  be fo re  the  f l i gh t s  s t a r t ed .  Four c i t i e s  were 
tes ted  before  the  f l igh ts ,  however the  f l i gh t s  began over 
Los Angeles and Chicago while the field crews were interviewing. 
In  Los Angeles 339 respondents were interviewed before the 
f l igh t  per iod .  The detai ls   of   the   schedule   as   f inal ly   carr ied 
out are shown i n  Table 1.1 and Figure 1 . O .  
It i s  important t o  recognize that the post-boom interviews were 
taken four t o  s i x  months a f t e r  t he  SR-71 f l i g h t s  had stopped. 
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Table 1.1 
DATA COLLECTION SCHEDULE 
Interviewing Period 
City 
Time I: Time I1 : 
Prior to During I Following 
SR-71 Program SR-71  Program I SR-71  Pro  ram 
(6/3/67-7/2/67)  (7/3/67-7/31/67) I (2/13/68-4$30/68) 
Atlanta 
Dallas 
Denver 
Los Angeles 
Chicago 
Minneapolis 
1,018 
860 
908 
339 
980 
900 
xx 
xx 
M 
266 
84 
01 
87 
194 
14 6 
59 2 
xx 
xx 
TOTALS 5 , 005 351 1 , 019 
~ 
Time I Time I1 
Number of fully completed interviews obtained: 5,356 1,019 
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FIG. 1.0 - INTERVIEWING  AND SR-71 FLIGHT SCHEDULES 
1.4 Physical  Characteristics of the  Sonic  Boom 
Part of this  study  was  designed  to  identify  the  behavior  and 
reactions o f  communities  exposed to  sonic  booms. A discussion 
follows of terms  and  definitions  relating  to  the  physical 
stimulus,  i.e.,  characteristics of  the  sonic  boom. 
At altitudes  normally  maintained  for  supersonic flight, the air- 
plane's  sound  pressure  signature  takes  the  form f an abrupt 
pressure  rise  followed  by  a  linear  decline  in  pressure  to  a 
value  below  ambient  and  a  subsequent  recompression to  atmospheric 
pressure.  Figure 1.1 shows  the  various  categories of the  sonic 
boom  Class "N" waveform.  Two  types of measures  are used, namely 
pressure  and  time. The overpressure is measured  in  terms of the 
deviation  from  mean  ambient  pressure to the  first  peak  following 
break  point ( P , ) .  A secondary  measure is  the  deviation  from  the 
L 
mean  ambient  pressure of the minimum  recorded  pressure (P2). 2 
n 
LSonic Boom Data Reduction  Specification,  Revision No. 2, 
August 30 ,  1968, FAA, NA-720, pp. 2 - 3 .  
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BREAK P O I N T  
MEAN A M B I E N T  P R E S S U R E  
S o u r c e :   S o n i c  B o o m  
D a t a   R e d u c t i o n   S p e c -  
i f i c a t i o n s ,   R e v i s i o n  
No.  2 ,  A u g u s t  3 0 , 1 9 6 8  
FAA,   NA-720 
FIG. 1.1 - SONIC BOOM CLASS N WAVE FORM 
I Time i s  measured i n  terms of t he   i n t e rva l  from t h e   i n i t i a l   b r e a k  
point  t o  the  maximum overpressure indicated by P1 ( t l ) ;  t h e  
i n t e r v a l  from the  in i t i a l  b reak  po in t  t o  the minimum overpressure 
indicated by P, (t,) ca l led  " ra refac t ion ,"  and the  in t e rva l  
from i n i t i a l  break point t o  f i na l  r e tu rn  t o  mean ambient a t  t h e  
t a i l  wave re turn  ( t , ) .  A l l  time i n t e r v a l s  a r e  measured i n  
mill iseconds.  The N type waveform i s  the usual form for  the  
ground-level signature, and i t  i s  th i s  pressure  s igna ture  tha t  
i s  responsible  for  the boom from the SR-71. 
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The  peak  of  the  positive  portion of the N wave (P1), the  over- 
pressure,  varies at ground  level  due  to  varying  cruising  altitudes 
from  less  than  one  pound  per  square  foot  (psf)  to no  much more 
than four  psf  for normal high  altitude  operations of supersonic 
airplanes. However, pressures  of over 100 psf have been  recorded 
for low level  passes of fighter  airplanes. 
The  term  "rise  time"  refers  to  the  time  between  the  initial  onset 
of  the  boom  and when it  reaches  its  peak  overpressure (tl in 
Figure 3.1). Rise  time  and  time  duration (t2) are  significant 
in  terms of loudness  determination  and  aural  identification. 
There  are  many  factors  that  affect  the  magnitude  of  the  pressure 
change of shock  waves  and  hence  the  sonic  booms  produced  by  a 
supersonic  airplane.  Some of these  factors  are  associated  with 
the  airplane's weight, size, shape, speed, altitude,  and 
attit~de.~ Others  are  related  to  weather  conditions  and  the 
terrain  below  the  airplane. 
The  altitude  of an airplane  influences  sonic  boom  intensity 
because  it  determines  the  distance  the  shock wave travels  before 
reaching  the  ground. A s  the  shock wave travels  away  from  the 
airplane,  it  spreads  out  conically. The energy  contained  in  the 
shock  is  thus  spread  over  a  larger  area  and  the  strength  of  the 
shock  is  reduced.  Therefore,  flight a't higher  altitudes  provides 
a  greater  distance  for  the  shock  to  travel  and  reduces  sonic 
boom  overpressure at any  one  point on the ground. 
3Performance  characteristics of the SR-71 are  classified. For 
this  reason  such  factors  as  altitude  and  mach  number  are not
given. 
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The effects of weather  conditions,  flight  path  variations,  and 
changes in ground  terrain on sonic  booms  are  very  nearly 
independent  of  airplane  configuration.  Wind  speed  and  direction, 
and air  temperature  and  pressure,  influence  the  direction of 
travel  and  the  strength  of  shock  waves. Local air  turbulence 
near the  ground  also  may  cause  large  variations n the  shape of 
pressure  waves  recorded  at  ground  level. 
According  to von Gierke (1966), the  outdoor  boom  is  a  progressive 
shock  wave. He states  that  diffraction  of  the wave around  the 
human  body  leads  to  pressure  doubling  for  the  higher  frequencies 
on the  two  sides of the  body  and  could be significant  enough in 
high level  booms to produce  the  vibrotactile  sensation of being 
"hit"  by  the  boom. In addition,  the  particle  velocity  of  the 
shock  wave  could  lead,  in high level  booms, to  asymmetrical 
forces  on  the  body  surface. 
He continues  by  pointing  out  that the  boom  environment  inside 
buildings  is  quite  different. First, the  airborne  shock  wave  is 
filtered  by  the  transmission  properties  of  the  building  structure, 
which  acts  essentially  as  a  low-pass  filter.  The  pressures  and 
particle  velocities  are  lower,  but  oscillations  continue,  usually 
for  a  much  longer  time.  Second,  the  sound  field  inside will 
usually  be  more  like  a  reverberant  field so that  unilateral 
proprioceptive  stimulation will be  reduced.  The  vibrations  to 
which  one is  exposed will be  the  result of the  airborne  and 
ground-shock-excited  building  vibrations.  These  vibrations in 
turn will vibrate  glassware  and bric-a-brac, generating  rattling 
and  other  noises. 
9 
1.5 SR-71 Training  Mission  Flight  Paths 
Figures 1 . 2  through 1.5 show the  SR-71 f l igh t  pa ths  over  the  four  
c i t i e s  in  the  s tudy  between June 3 and October 2 ,  1967 and the  
sampling t rac ts  used  for  the  se lec t ion  of  respondents .  4 
The Dallas/Fort  Worth area had mult iple  f l ight  paths  while  the 
o the r  c i t i e s  each  had  one. (The do t t ed  l i ne  in  the  uppe r  r igh t  
corner of the Los Angeles map i s  not  a boom path.  It shows the  
outer  l i m i t  f o r  s ampl ing  in  tha t  c i ty . )  In  a l l  of t h e  c i t i e s ,  
t he  f l i gh t  pa ths  ind ica t e  tha t  a major proportion of the popula- 
t i o n  w a s  d i r e c t l y  exposed t o  t h e  boom. Exceptions were the  
southern part  of Atlanta,  which was approximately 15 miles from 
t h e  f l i g h t  p a t h ,  and the northeastern par ts  of  Los Angeles County, 
which were approximately 20 miles from the  f l i gh t  pa th .  
4Figures 1 . 2  through 
a "Thunderbird" p a t  
of a i rpo r t   no i se -   i n  
cont rac t  NASW-1549. 
1 .5  a l s o  show the sampling design, called 
t e rn ,  and the  sampl ing  t rac ts  for  the  s tudy  
Dallas, Los Angeles, and Denver under NASA 
The darker  shaded  t rac ts  re fer  to  the  noise  
study and t h e  l i g h t e r  shaded t r a c t s  r e f e r  t o  t h e  boom study. 
(At a la ter  da te  a comparison w i l l  be made between the  e f f ec t s  
of  subsonic  a i rcraf t  noise  and booms  on persons  l iv ing  in  these  
c i t i e s  .) 
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SR-71 BOOM PATHS  AND SAMPLING TRACTS 
CENSUS TRACTS 
FORT WORTH. TEXAS 1-33 
I I f / 
CENSUS TRACTS 
DALLAS,  TEXAS 
D A L L A S  COUNTV 
168 
1 . 2  
co 
SR-71 BOOM PATHS AND SAMPLING TRACTS 
C E N S U S   T R A C T S  
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CITY BOUNDARY " 
COUNTY  BOUNDARY --- 
FIG. 1 . 3  
SR-71 BOOM PATHS  AND SAMPLING TRACTS 
DENVER,  COLORADO 
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Table 1.2 
City 
OVERFLIGHTS AND 
AVERAGE  RECORDED PEAK OVERPRESSURE (P,) 
FOR  SELECTED BOOMW 
Dallas/Ft.  Worth 
Los Angeles 
Denver 
Atlanta 
Chicago 
Minneapolis 
Number  of. Mean 
Booms  Peak  Standard 
Overflights  Recorded  Overpressure  Deviation 
60 15 1.66;k .6063 
2 0;kJr " "- "" 
36 1 0.95 "" 
5 1 1.81 "" 
51 25 1 . 7 7  .4974 
48 " "- "" 
"Source:  "Selected SR-71 Damage  Complaint  and  Claim  Statistics 
through 15 November 1967," FAA document  dated 3 January 1968, 
from  records  at  Edwards  AFB. 
':~TRACOR field  supervisors  in Los Angeles  reported  hearing 
approximately  two  sonic  booms  every  three  days  during  the 
interviewing  period of March 25 to April 30, 1968. This 
estimate  is  corroborated  by  the  number of booms  heard  by 
respondents in the Los Angeles  sample  indicating  the  city  was 
exposed  to  other  supersonic  aircraft  than  the SR-71, although 
at  substantially  lower  overpressure,  estimated at about 
.65 psf. 
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Table 1.2 shows  the number of SR-71 overflights  from  July 3 ,  1967 
through  October 2, 1967 over  each of the  study  cities.  The 
Dallas/Fort  Worth area received  by  far  more  booms from the SR-71 
flights  than  any of the other  cities.  Atlanta, on the other hand, 
received  very  few  booms. 
Table 1.2 shows  the  average  recorded  peak  overpressure (P1) for 
a  selected  number of booms.  The  data  for  this  table  are  derived 
from  FAA  sonic  boom  reports  which  give  the  boom  serial number,
recorder  location code, recorder  serial number, recorder  coordi- 
nates, the date, the GMT time,  pressure  values  in psf, time  values 
in  milliseconds,  wave  classification,  and  other  data. In almost 
every  case  the  waveform  was  reported  as  type N. Boom  numbers 
1 through 39, corresponding to June 3 ,  1967 through  October 2, 
1967 were  selected  for  study  since  they  most  nearly  approximate 
the  times of the SR-71 test  overflights.  From  these booms, 
17 were  by  the SR-71. The  criterion  for  this  determination 
was  a t value of between .20 and .25.  Table 1.2 shows  that 
15 of these booms occurred  in  Dallas/Fort  Worth  while  one  each 
occurred  in  Denver  and  Atlanta. No data  were  available  for Los 
Angeles,  since  measurements  were  taken  at  Edwards  Air  Force Base,
which  is  located  approximately 50 miles  northeast of Los Angeles. 
It is not  known  whether  booms  which  occurred  at  that  location 
also  occurred in Los Angeles. However, the nominal  overpressure 
for the SR-71 overflights  has  been  listed  as 0.90 psf .5  Without 
other  information  it  will  have  to  be  assumed  that  this  value 
applied  to  the  booms in Los Angeles. 
5 
51nformation  provided  by  Headquarters,  Aeronautical  System 
Division (AFSC) , Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base , Ohio , 
May 2, 1968. 
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It is  clear  that  the  lack  of  adequate  physical  data  makes  it 
unfortunately  impossible  to  describe  the  physical  stimulus 
received  by  the  respondents. It would  be a  most  difficult  and 
expensive  experiment to  assign  "boom  noise  exposure"  to  each 
respondent,even  if time  had  permitted  because  it now appears 
that the.overpressures can  vary  significantly  within  a  short 
distance in a  metropolitan  area. In this  study  there  is no 
chance of obtaining  the  relations  between  boom  exposure  per  se 
and  community  reaction. 
17 
CHAPTER I1 
ANNOYANCE AND ACTIVITIES  DISTURBED 
One  of  the  objectives of this  study was to  compare  the  annoyance 
of  the  respondents  to  the  sonic  boom  either  during  or  after  the 
SR-71 flights  to  the  annoyance  prior  to  the  flights.  Theoreti- 
cally,  if none of the  respondents  had  ever  heard  a  sonic  boom 
before  the SR-71 flights had started,  the  change in annoyance 
with  respect to  the  boom  could not be  measured. However, 81 per- 
cent  of  the  total pre-SR-71 sample  had  heard  sonic booms; hence 
it  was  possible  to  measure  their  level  of  annoyance with the  boom 
at  that  time. 
It is  somewhat  unfortunate  that  the changes'  in questionnaires 
between Time I and Time I1 resulted in making  it impossible'  to 
compare  Time I1 data with Time I data  using  the  same  measure; 
however, the  four  to  six  months  delay  (after  the SR-71 flights 
had stopped)  in  obtaining  Time I1 data might, of  itself,  make 
these  comparisons  somewhat  questionable. In one  special  case 
(Los Angeles), however, it  is  possible  to  compare  changes in 
annoyance  since  interviews  using  the  same  questionnaire  (Form B) 
were obtained  just  prior to the SR-71 flights  and  during  the 
training  flights. 
In  the  section  which  follows,  the  interviewees  have  been  assigned 
to  one of four  groups  for  purposes  of  analysis  and  comparison. 
Group (a) consists  of 5,005 persons  who  lived  under  the  projected 
'The reasons  for  the  changes  are  discussed in Chapter I. 
2The  reasons  why  this  comparison  cannot  be  made  are  discussed  in 
Chapter 111. 
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flight  paths  of  the SR-71 and were interviewed  prior  to its test 
flights  over  Chicago, Dallas, Denver, Minneapolis,  Atlanta and 
Los  Angeles.  Interviews were conducted  with  the Form B question- 
naire, which  was  administered  between  June 3, 1967  and  July 2, 
1967  (Time I). Respondents in these  cities  had  been  previously 
exposed  to  infrequent  sonic  booms,  primarily  from  Air Force and 
test  aircraft  operating  out  of  Carswell (Texas), Lowry  (Colorado) 
and  Chanute  (Illinois) Air Force bases. 
Group (b) respondents were those  266  persons in Los Angeles  who 
were  interviewed  after  the SR-71 program  started  on  July 3, 1967. 
These  respondents, who were also  administered  the Form B, Time I, 
questionnaire,  had  been  exposed to an  average of ten  booms  from 
the SR-71 at  the  time  of  their  interviews. 
Group (c) respondents  from Los Angeles,  Dallas,  Denver and 
Atlanta  were  interviewed  with t e Form C, Time 11, questionnaire 
in February, March and  April 1968, following  the  test  flights. 
Of these  respondents 203 interviewees were randomly  selected  from 
under  the  flight  paths  of  the SR-71, and 456 were  chosen  randomly 
from  the  preflight  sample  to  form  a  controlled  panel.  None  of 
the  persons in this  group had  complained  to  public  officials a s  
the result of the SR-71 exposure. 
Group (d) respondents were 360  known  complainants  living in the 
four  post-test  cities.  They  were  also  interviewed  with  the 
Form Cy Time I1 questionnaire.  The  total  sample  on  which  the 
study  is  based  is  thus 6,375 interviews, of which 456 were 
re-interviews  in all four  cities  at  Time 11. 
At Time I interviewees were asked  to  indicate which of eleven 
listed  sounds  they  heard  in  their  neighborhood.  Analysis  showed 
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that 81 percent had heard sonic booms ( p r i o r  t o  t h e  s t a r t  of the  
SR-71 t r a i n i n g  f l i g h t s ) .  They were then  asked t o  i n d i c a t e  t h e i r  
level of annoyance for  each  sound which they heard by using an 
"opinion  thermometer'' (0 -4  scale). In  addition  they were asked 
t o  name the  "most annoying" sound which they heard, and t o  ra te  
the dis turbance of  this  sound (using the 0-4 sca le )  on each of 
n i n e  s o c i a l  a c t i v i t i e s .  
A t  T i m e  11, respondents were queried about sounds they would most 
want eliminated from t h e i r  neighborhoods, which, i t  was assumed, 
would make i t  possible to evaluate the importance of the boom i n  
the  context  of  other  sounds.  Unfortunately,  the  question  used 
i n  Form B (Time I) r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  "most annoying" sound i n  t h e  
neighborhood followed by a measure of how d i s tu rb ing  th i s  sound 
i s  (using a 0-4 sca le )  was replaced in  Form C (Time 11) by a 
ques t ion  re la t ing  to  the  sound which the respondent  fe l t  was 
"unnecessary  and  should  be  eliminated." I t  does not appear proper 
t o  compare d i r e c t l y  t h e  answers to  these  two ques t ions  to  de te r -  
mine the  change i n  annoyance  due t o  t h e  booms from the  SR-71 
f l i gh t s  e spec ia l ly  s ince  a t  T i m e  I1 the major adjective asso- 
c i a t ed  wi th  the  " f i r s t  sound to  e l iminate ' '  w a s  " s t a r t l i n g , "  and 
the major reason for wanting to eliminate the boom was "cost ly ,  
causes damage." On t h i s  b a s i s ,  t h e  Los Angeles  study made i n  
T i m e  I using Form B i s  used to show change i n  annoyance by 
comparing the responses of 339 respondents interviewed just  prior 
t o  the  s t a r t  of the  SR-71 fl ights with the responses of 266 
respondents interviewed during the period of the training fl ights.  
The da ta  taken  a t  T i m e  I1 are used t o  compare the complainants 
with the non-complainants and to  develop the social  model. 
The major e f f e c t s  of t he  SR-71 sonic booms as compared with the 
sporadic,  low i n t e n s i t y  booms previously experienced are shown 
i n  Tables 2 . 1  through 2 . 4 .  It has already been  explained why 
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only the Los Angeles sample i s  used t o  show the  change i n  level 
of  annoyance  due t o  t h e  SR-71 f l i g h t s .  The f a c t  t h a t  column (b) 
of Table 2 . 1  ( f o r  Los Angeles only) compares favorably with the 
t o t a l  sample i n  column (a) gives confidence that the Los Angeles 
sample, even though small by comparison t o  t h e  t o t a l  sample i s  
representa t ive  of the  sample. The da ta  ind ica t e  tha t  t he re  i s  
ce r t a in ly  an  awareness of t he  SR-71 f l igh ts  s ince  the  percentage  
of respondents hearing booms w a s  81 percent  before  the  f l igh ts  
s t a r t e d  and was 97 percent  dur ing  the  f l igh ts .  
During the interview i f  the  in te rv iewee  sa id  he  heard  cer ta in  
sounds, he w a s  asked to  judge the annoyance of t ha t  sound by 
means of a 0 - 4  scale.  Table 2 . 2  presents  the dis t r ibut ion of  
annoyance for  both sonic  booms and convent ional  subsonic  a i rcraf t  
noise.  There i s  no ques t ion  tha t  there  was a s ign i f icant  increase  
( 2 0  percent versus 4 2  percent )  in  the  number of respondents who 
were highly annoyed (score of 3 o r  4 )  by the booms from the  SR-71 
f l i g h t s .  By con t r a s t ,  t he re  w a s  l ittle change ( 3 8  percent  versus 
39 percent )  in  the  number who were highly annoyed by subsonic a i r -  
c r a f t  n o i s e ,  and the percentage who were highly annoyed by the sonic 
booms  was e s sen t i a l ly  the  same as the percentage who were highly 
annoyed by the subsonic  f l ights  ( 4 2  percent versus 39 percent) .  
The interviewee w a s  then asked t o  l i s t  the neighborhood sound 
which h e  f e l t  w a s  most annoying (Table 2 . 3 ) ,  and once he had 
iden t i f i ed  the  most annoying sound he w a s  then asked to judge the 
l e v e l  of disturbance of various named a c t i v i t i e s  r e s u l t i n g  from 
the  exposure  to  th i s  most  annoying  sound. I f  he  se lec ted  the  
sonic boom, and only 6 percent ,  or  20 interviewees, did during 
the pre  SR-71 f l i g h t s  (Los Angeles), then he w a s  asked to rank 
how badly the boom dis turbed the ac t iv i t ies .  Those who scored 
3 o r  4 ( 0 - 4  sca le )  are shown i n  terms of percentages in Table 2 . 4 .  
There i s  c e r t a i n l y  ample evidence that the number of respondents 
2 1  
8 .4. 
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Table 2 . 1  
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS WHO REPORTED 
HEARING THE LISTED SOUNDS - TIME I 
Lis ted Sounds 
Autos and/or Trucks 
Motorcycles and/or 
Hot Rods 
Aircraft  Operations 
Dogs o r  Other Pets 
Sonic Booms 
Neighborhood Children 
Sirens 
People 
Lawn Mowers and/or 
Garbage Collect ion 
Trains 
Construction 
P r e  SR-71 
F l igh t s  
( a )  
95 % 
9 2  
95 
90 
8 1  
92  
9 1  
87 
9 0  
72 
69 
N = 5 ,005  
i Los Angeles Only 
P r e  SR-71 
(b) 
93  % 
84  
93 
83 
84  
83 
85 
8 1  
79 
47 
53 
N = 339 
During SR-71 
( 4  
98 % 
93 
99 
89 
97 
95 
9 1  
9 1  
9 1  
77 
7 9  
N = 266 
Note: Column (a)   includes column (b) as par t  o f  N = 5 , 0 0 5 .  
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T a b l e  2 . 2  
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS WHO RATED SONIC BOOM 
AND AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS ON ANNOYANCE  SCALE 0-4 
Los Angeles - Time I 
S c a l e   R a t i n g  / I  Sonic Boom 
of Annoyance II P r e   S R - 7 1  During SR-71 
Not Heard 3 %  
0 19 
II 
1 26 
2 11 
3 18 
4 24 
~ ~ ~ ~~~~ ~ ~~ 
Aircraft O p e r a t i o n s  
P r e   S R - 7 1  During SR-71 
7 %  1 %  
1 7  2 4  
1 7  20 
2 1  16 
16 18 
22 2 1  
N = 339 N = 266 N = 339 N = 266 
0 = least  annoying 4 = mos t  annoying 
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Table 2 . 3  
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS WHO SELECTED 
THE LISTED SOUND AS THE MOST ANNOYING SOUND 
Los Angeles - T i m e  I 
Lis ted  Sounds 
Automobiles and/or Trucks 
Aircraf t  Operat ions 
Neighborhood Children 
Dogs, Other P e t s  
People 
Motorcycles and/or Hot Rods 
Trains 
Sirens 
Construction 
Lawn Mowers and/or 
Garbage Collection 
Sonic Booms 
Others 
No Sound 
P r e  SR-71 
11 % 
29 
7 
14 
4 
1 2  
1 
6 
1 
0 
6 
2 
7 
N = 339 
During SR-71 
10 % 
24  
6 
5 
3 
8 
0 
6 
0 
2 
25 
2 
9 
N = 266 
24  
Table  2.4 
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS' WHO JUDGED THE LISTED  ACTIVITIES 
AS BEING HIGHLY DISTURBED~ BY THE SONIC BOOM 
Los Angeles - Time I 
Listed  Activities 
Relaxing  or  Resting  Inside  House I 
Relaxing  or  Resting  Outside  House 
Sleeping 
Face-to-face Conversation 
Telephone 
Listening  to  Records or Tapes 
TV  or  Radio  Reception 
Reading  or  Concentrating 
Eating 
I 
Pre SR-71 
50 'Yo 
32 
40 
31 
24 
27 
38 
31 
14 
" 
N = 20 
During SR-71 
55 'Yo 
31 
28 
25 
22 
19 
30 
24 
15 
N = 66 
'Respondent had previously  selected  the  sonic  boom  as  most 
disturbing  neighborhood  sound  (see  Table 2 . 3 ) .  
2A score of 3 or 4 on  a 0-4 scale. 
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choosing the sonic boom as the most annoying sound increased 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  (6  percent versus 25 percent)  during the SR-71 
f l i gh t  pe r iod .  It i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  b e  as de f in i t i ve  abou t  any 
s h i f t  i n  1 e v e l . o f  a c t i v i t y  d i s t u r b a n c e  w i t h  booming because the 
samples are small. The evidence seems t o  b e  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  r e a l l y  
very l i t t l e  d i f fe rence  in  d is turbance  leve ls  between p r e f l i g h t  
conditions and during-fl ight conditions.  
In  summary, t he  T i m e  I da ta  show t h a t  t h e  l e v e l  of  annoyance r i ses  
s igni f icant ly  wi th  the  SR-71 booms, t he  boom becomes one of the 
top members of most annoying sounds, and the  booms i n t e r f e r e  
s ign i f icant ly  wi th  many of  the usual  household act ivi t ies  as f a r  
as those respondents are concerned who choose the boom as the  
most  annoying  sound. 
Turning now t o  t h e  matter of T i m e  I1 data ,  as ind ica ted  a t  the  
beginning of  th i s  chapter  the  ques t ionnai re  was changed somewhat 
between T i m e  I and T i m e  I1 interviews.  During T i m e  11, t h e  f i r s t  
ques t ion  re la t ing  to  sounds used the sentence "Would you please 
t e l l  m e  what kind of sounds you notice around here." After the 
respondent answered this question, the interviewer then asked 
"DO you hear  any of the following sounds i n  t h i s  area?" and 
proceeded to  read  a l i s t  of  sources  of  sounds.  During  the T i m e  I 
study, the corresponding part w a s  presented somewhat d i f f e ren t ly .  
The f i r s t  q u e s t i o n  r e l a t e d  t o  sounds was presented as follows: 
"Now I w i l l  read a l i s t  of  sounds  and  sources  of  sounds.  For 
each one, please t e l l  me whether i t  i s  a sound you h e a r  i n  t h i s  
neighborhood . . . . I 1  The interviewer  then  read  the l i s t  of 
sounds  and  sources of sounds. The d is t r ibu t ions  of  responses  to  
the  Time I1 question are given i n  Table 2 . 5  divided by non- 
complainants  and  complainants. I f  the data  for  the non-complainants  
are compared with the data obtained during T i m e  I (from non- 
complainants since there were no known complainants a t  T i m e  I) 
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Table 2.5 
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS WHO REPORTED 
HEARING THE LISTED SOUNDS - TIME I1 
.. --> ~ " - ~ ~ ~~~~~ - ~- ~ 
Lis ted  Sounds 
~ i _  - ~ ~ "" ~ 
~~ ~ 
Automobiles and/or Trucks 
Motorcycles and/or Hot Rods 
Aircraft  Operations 
Dogs or Other Pets 
Sonic Booms 
Neighborhood Children 
Sirens 
People 
Lawn Mowers and/or 
Garbage Collection 
Trains 
Construction 
- 
Non-Complainants 
73 % 
57 
7 6  
45 
6 8  
4 
6 9  
3 0  
53  
25 
1 
N = 659 
Complainants 
6 8  % 
56 
7 9  
43 
9 1  
4 
68 
28 
52  
20 
1 
N = 360 
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given in Table 2.1 column (a) or (b), the  first  conclusion  is 
that  the  distributions  are  different.  Whether  this  difference  is 
due to the  questions  and  the  manner of presentation,  whether  it 
is due  to  the  difference in time of the  year  (June  and  July  for 
Time I vs February  and March for Time II), whether  it  is  due  to a 
six  months  time  lapse,  or  whether  it  is  due  to  some  other reason 
such  as  sample  differences  is  unresolved.  This  difference, 
however, is  another  reason  why  it  seems  best not to  compare 
Time I1 data  to  Time I data.  Even so the Time I-Time I1 studies 
are  very  useful  as  separate  studies  and  little  is  lost by virtue 
of  the  above  problem. 
Table 2.5 indicates  that  the  non-complainant  does not notice the 
boom  as  much  as he does  the  more  common  sounds  from  automobiles, 
trucks,  subsonic  aircraft,  and  emergency  vehicles. On the  other 
hand  it  would  be  expected  that  the  complainants  would  list  the 
sonic  boom  as bf:ing most  consistently  noticed.  Their  responses 
to  the  other  no,ises  are  essentially  equivalent  to  the  responses 
of the  non-complainants,  thus  it is  seen  that  the  complainants 
do not notice  the  usual  neighborhood  sounds  any  more  often  than 
do the  non-complainants. On this  basis  one  concludes  that  the 
complainants  are  not  unusually  sensitive  to  noises  in  general 
compared  to  non-complainants. 
The  questions of which  sounds  the  Time I1 respondents  felt were 
unnecessary  and  should  be  the  first  ones  eliminated  as well as 
how much  the  sonic  boom  disturbs  household  activities  are  answered 
by  the  data  of  Tables 2.6 and 2.7. The  non-complainant  respondents 
ranked  the  boom  in  the  same  general  category with motorcycles, 
hot rods, and  subsonic  aircraft,  whereas  the  complainant  felt 
very  strongly  that  the  sonic  boom  was  a  noise  in  a  class  by 
itself  and  voted  overwhelmingly  to  eliminate  it.  Again  this  is 
not an  unexpected  result. It is  also  reasonable  to  expect  the 
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Table 2 .6  
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS WHO SELECTED THE LISTED SOUND 
AS UNNECESSARY AND SHOULD BE THE FIRST ELIMINATED - TIME I1 
Listed Sounds 
No Sound 
Automobiles and/or Trucks 
Motorcycles and/or Hot  Rods 
Aircraft  Operations 
Dogs or Other P e t s  
Sonic Booms 
Neighborhood Children 
Sirens 
People 
Lawn  Mowers and/or 
Garbage Collect ion 
Trains 
Construction 
Other Sounds 
Non-Complainants 
( a>  
5 %  
9 
26 
20 
7 
19 
0 
4 
4 
1 
0 
0 
3 
N = 659 
Complainants 
(b) 
-~ 
6 %  
4 
10 
7 
3 
63 
0 
3 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
N =-360 
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Table 2.7 
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS' WHO JUDGED~ THE .LISTED ACTIVITIES 
AS  BEING  DISTURBED BY THE  SONIC BOOM - TIME I1 
Sounds 
Relaxing  or  Resting  Inside 
Relaxing  or  Resting  Outside 
Sleeping 
Telephone 
Listening  to  Records  or  Tapes 
TV  or  Radio  Reception 
Reading  or  Concentrating 
Eating 
Non-Complainants 
(a> 
30 % 
26 
19  
20 
18 
22 
28 
12 
N = 125 
Complainants 
(b 1 
6 1  % 
4 9  
36 
36 
35 
39 
5 5  
29 
N = 227 
'Respondent  had  previously selected  the  sonic  boom as  an 
unnecessary  sound  and  the  first  sound he would  like  eliminated. 
2No  scale of level  was used, just  a  simple yes  or no answer was 
requested. If yes, then  the  activity  was cored  as disturbed. 
30  
complainants who chose  the  boom  as  the  first  to  be  eliminated  to 
show  a  higher  percentage who state  that  their  routine  household 
activities  listed in Table 2.7 are  disturbed  when  compared  to  the 
responses of the  non-complainants.  The  data  show  that  about  twice 
as  many  complainants  compared to non-complainants  feel  their 
activities  are  disturbed. 
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CHAPTER I11 
ATTITUDINAL  RESPONSE - THE  ADJECTIVE  INDEX 
In the  second  wave of interviewing,  from  February  through  April 
1968, respondents  were  presented  a  list of neighborhood  sounds, 
including  sonic  booms,  from  which  they  selected  a  single  sound 
they  would  most  like  to  eliminate. It can be  assumed  that  since 
interviewing  took  place.approximately  six  months  after  conclusion 
of the SR-71 training  p.rogram, an individual's  recall of precisely 
how he felt about the  booms  would be  somewhat  more  difficult  or 
subject to more  distortion  than  if  the  stimulus  were  currently 
operating  at  the  time of interviewing. 
To tap  the nature of attitudinal  reactions  that  occurred  as  the 
result of booms  from  the SR-71 program,  respondents  at  Time I1 
were  presented a'list  of 15 adjectives  and  were  asked  which 
three  (plus  any  other  terms  they  could  think  of) best  described 
the  effect of the  sonic  boom on them. A total of 42 terms  were 
used  by  the  sample  as a  whole,  including  the  original  list of 15, 
to  describe  the  boom's  effect. 
Almost  two-thirds of the sample  described  the  boom  as  "startling," 
as can be  seen  in  Table 3 . 1 .  The next  most  used  adjective  was 
"disturbing , I '  followed  by  "annoying"  and  "no  effect  at  all. 
It is  interesting  to note  that  only 2 percent  mentioned  the  boom 
as "painful";  that 3 percent  or  less  chose  either of the  positive 
terms  "thrilling,"  or  "reassuring";  and 2 4  percent  chose  "no 
effect  at  all." 
3 2  
In spite of the  fact  that  the  respondents  selected an additional 
27 adjectives  beyond  the 15 supplied  by  the  interviewer,  very 
few of these 27 adjectives  were  repeated  by  other  respondents. 
Examples of these  respondent-provided  adjectives  are: 
frightening,  costly,  destructive,  expensive,  damaging,  jolting, 
worrisome,  scary,  sign of the  times,  interesting,  curious, 
awesome,  fascinating,  exciting, loud, irksome,  and  dangerous. 
Table 3.1 
ADJECTIVES  CHOSEN  TO  DESCRIBE  THE  BOOM:  MERGED  SAMPLE 
TIME I1 
- Adjective 
Startling 
Disturbing 
Annoying 
No effect at 
Irritating 
Aggravating 
Bothersome 
Troublesome 
Exasperating 
Offensive 
Depressing 
Reassuring 
Painful 
Thrilling 
Boring 
all 
Percentage  Choosing  This 
Adjective First, Second,  or 
Third  to  Describe  Boom 
65 
38 
29 
24 
16 
12 
11 
9 
8 
5 
4 
3 
2 
2 
1 
N = 360  Complainants  and 659 Non-Complainants 
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An "Adjective  Index"  was  constructed  based  upon  the  nature of the 
first  three  adjectives  mentioned.  The  index  should not be 
considered  as  a scale' but  simply  represents  the  number of 
negative type  adjectives  which  the  respondent  used  as  the  first 
three  descriptors of the boom  noise. A score, based on a 0-3 
scale, was  constructed,  however,  for  purposes of analysis.  Thus 
a  score of zero  indicates  that  the  respondent  answered  "no  effect 
at all"  or  that  the  first  three  adjectives  chosen  were  either 
neutral (e.g,, boring, curious, etc.) or  positive  (e.g.,  fascina- 
ting, exciting, etc.). A score of three  indicates all adjectives 
chosen  were  negative  (e.g.,  startling,  disturbing, etc.). There 
were  a  total of 36 categories, o f  which 25 were  negative  and 
11 were  neutral  or  positive. 
In subsequent  parts of the  report  the  adjective  index  score  is 
referred  to  many  times.  Distributions  and  mean  values  are 
reported  in  various  tables.  From an administrative  decision 
point of view it  seems useful, and  almost  a  requirement, to  be 
able to  associate  some human  attribute  with  these  scores. 
Attitudes  are  certainly  described, in  many cases, by  the  verbal 
use of adjectives, and  since  the  choice of the  definition  and 
measurement of "attitude"  is  somewhat  arbitrary  in  any  given 
situation, it  seems advantageous,  for  purposes of this report, 
to  associate  a  "negative  attitudinal  position"  with  the  "adjective 
index  score." It would  be  expected  that  a  negative  attitude 
would  correlate  positively  with  the  adjective  index  score, i.e., 
a group  with  a  mean  score of 2.1 seems  certain to have  a  more 
negative  attitudinal  position  with  respect to the boom  than  a 
group  with  a  mean  score of 1.4. On this  basis  adjective  index 
'If a  respondent  picked  "startling"  as  his  first  adjective  he 
was  not  asked to rate the  degree of startle on a  numerical 
scale. 
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scores may be thought of as negat ive  a t t i tud ina l  pos i t ions  and 
the phrase "negative att i tude" w i l l  be used in  r e fe r r ing  to  the  
adjective index. 
One f inal  point-- the adject ive index may be but i s  not  necessar i ly  
correlated with annoyance s ince .one may be s t a r t l e d  by the boom 
and not  necessar i ly  annoyed with the boom. Since data were not 
taken t o  prove o r  d i sprove  th i s  re la t ionship ,  it does not seem 
reasonable to compare adjective index scores from Time I1 with 
annoyance scores (obtained by asking the respondent to rate the 
i n t e n s i t y  of h i s  annoyance on  a 0-4 s c a l e )  a t  Time I. It i s  
for  th i s  reason  tha t  no  Time I-Time I1 comparisons of this 
na ture  a re  made. 
Table 3 . 2  shows the  d i s t r ibu t ion  of  the adjective index scores 
according t o  c i t i e s  and categorized according t o  complainants 
and non-complainants. For a l l  of  the  complainants,  approximately 
70percent  used  e i ther  t w o  o r  three negative adjectives whereas 
f o r  a l l  of the non-complainants only about 50 percent chose t w o  
or   three  negat ive  adject ives .  I n  Atlanta ,  where there were only 
f ive  SR-71 overflights, two-thirds of the respondents selected 
e i t h e r  n e u t r a l  o r  posit ive  type  adjectives.   This compares with 
about 20 percent of the respondents in the other three cit ies 
who se lec ted  e i ther  neut ra l  o r  posi t ive type adject ives .  Thus 
the data indicate that for the non-complainants the adjective 
index score r ises  rapidly as  the boom exposure changes from 
very low t o  approximately one boom every t w o  o r  three days. 
I t  i s  not unexpected that the score for the complainants would 
be high and t o  some degree independent of the exposure. 
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Table 3 . 2  
ADJECTIVE  INDEX SCORE BY COMPLAINT BEHAVIOR AND CITY 
TIME I1 
~~ 
I 
Comp lainan t s I Non-Complainants 
Number 
Adjective Score SR-71 Mean ' Adjective Score Mean 
Cities Flights Score N (0) (1) ( 2 )   ( 3 )  Scorei N (0) (1) (2) ( 3 )  
w rn 
I 
I 
Dallas 
25  23  30  22 i 8 22  36  3  Merged 
5 0 . 6   6 8   1 3  11 8 j 8 4   2 .3 0 0 67  33 Atlanta 
20* 1 . 6  1 8  25 32  25 j 3 5 2   1 . 9   5 0  10 2 2  35  3  Los Angeles 
32 1.7 96 17  23  34  26  2.1 240 6 20  34  40 Denver 
60   1 .5   127  21% 26%  33%  20% 1 . 9  67 4% 30%  37%  28% 
N Totals 30  83   129  118  360 164   154   197  144 1 659 
X2 = 7 . 0 0  d.f. = 9 x2 = 9 7 . 9  d.f. = 9 
p = 0 . 6 4  p = 0.00 
7k 
See Chapter I1 for a discussion of Los Angeles  Exposure. 
Table 3 . 3  indicates  that  the respondent 's  house value relates  
to the adjective index score in that respondents in the higher 
valued homes have,  in  general ,   higher  scores.  There  appears 
t o  be l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  s c o r e s  between respondents who r en t  
and those who own t h e i r  homes a s  f a r  as the adjective score i s  
concerned although the number of respondents in the three price 
range categories who r e n t  i s  small enough t o  c a s t  some doubt on 
the generali ty of the statement of "equality." 
Since the SR-71 f l i gh t s  ove r  t he  c i t i e s  were l imi ted  to  a  compara. 
t ively small  number, there  was r e a l l y  no way that "tolerance" t o  
sonic booms could be measured. A s e r i e s  of questions was asked, 
however, t o  determine what the respondents "thought" they could 
t o l e r a t e  i n  terms  of number of booms per  day. The series involve( 
f ive  ques t ions  s ta r t ing  w i t h  "Have you formed  any d e f i n i t e  
opinions about sonic boom?" followed by o the r s  r e l a t ing  t o  whethe] 
the respondent  fe l t  he would object  t o  a spec i f i c  number of booms 
on a d a i l y  b a s i s .  The questions and the  r e su l t s  a r e  shown i n  
Table 3 . 4 .  It i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t h a t  even  though  only 34 percent 
of the non-complainants had formed no previous opinion of the 
boom, 53 percent  fe l t  they would object  t o  booms even i f  they 
occurred  only once o r  twice a day.  Seventy-five  percent  felt  
they would ob jec t  i f  t he re  were f ive  o r  more  booms per day, 
a l though this  feel ing was modif ied considerably i f  they fel t  the  
booms could be r e s t r i c t e d  t o  daytime  only. Under t h e s e  l a t t e r  
conditions only 51 percent  fe l t  they would objec t .  
Although asking someone "what  he thinks he would to l e ra t e"  i s  
not the same as being able t o  measure h is  to le rance ,  there  
c e r t a i n l y  i s  a s t rong  ind ica t ion  tha t  a t  l ea s t  one -ha l f  o f  t he  
population i s  of the opinion that they fully expect booms to  be 
object ionable .  
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Table 3.3 
ADJECTIVE INDEX SCORES BY RENTAL VALUES AND HOME OWNERSHIP 
TIME I1 
Adjective 
Index 
W '  
a3 
0 
1 
2 
3 
TOTALS 
OWNS 
Estimated Rental Value 
$1-99  $100-174 $175+ N 
29% 16% 11% 103 
22 26 23 165 
29 37 34 2 39 
2 1  2 1  33 18 9 
101% 99 101 
(87)  (243)  (366)  (69 ) 
RENTS 
Rental 
$1-99  $100-174 $175+ N 
41% 28% 14% 49 
25 23 19 35 
2 1  25 33 36 
14  25 33  31 
Table 3.4 
RESPONSES RELATED TO ANTICIPATED TOLERANCE OF BOOMS 
TIME I1 
Complainants  Non-Complainants 
Have You 
Formed An 
Opinion1 
Objects 
To The 
Boom2 
Objects 
I f  Once 
O r  m i c e 3  
Objects 
I f  F i v e  
O r  More4 
Ob jec t s  I f  
Only During 
The  Day5 
Yes 
No 
Undecided 
Yes 
No 
Undecided 
Yes 
No 
Undecide,d 
Yes 
No 
Undecided 
Yes 
No 
Undecided 
% 
55 
34 
11 
70 
25 
5 
83 
13 
4 
93 
3 
4 
81  
1 2  
7 
% 
32 
53 
15 
34 
52 
14 
53 
28 
19 
75 
11 
13 
51 
30 
20 
Questions 
'Have you  formed  any def in i te  op in ions  about  sonic  booms? 
2Do you o b j e c t   t o   s o n i c  booms? Yes -J * No - 9  - Undecided. 
3Would you o b j e c t  t o  s o n i c  booms i f  they occurred only once or 
Yes ; No - 9  - Undecided 
twice   da i ly?  Yes ; No ; Undecided. 
'Would you o b j e c t  t o  s o n i c  booms i f  t hey  occur red  more than  f ive  
5Would you o b j e c t  t o  s o n i c  booms i f  they occurred only during 
t i m e s  each  day? Yes ; No ; Undecided. 
the  day  and  not a t  n i g h t ?  Yes -J * No ; Undecided. 
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CHAPTER IV 
COMPARISONS OF COMPLAINANTS AND NON-COMPLAINANTS 
One of the  main  questions  answered by the Time I1 part of this 
study  is  "What  are  the  differences  between  complainants  and no -
complainants  assuming  each  has  had  essentially  the  same  sonic 
boom  exposure?"  As  expected,  complainants  describe  the  boom  by 
using  a  higher  number of negative  adjectives  than  do  the non- 
complainants.  Table 4 .1  shows  that  a  total of 69 percent of 
complainants  used  either  two r three  negative  adjectives  (out of 
a  total  choice of three)  compared  to 5 1  percent of the non- 
complainants.  Less  than 10 percent of the  complainants  used 
either  neutral  or  positive  adjectives  compared to 25 percent of 
the non-complainants. 
Table 4.1 
ADJECTIVE  INDEX  SCORE BY COMPLAINT  BEHAVIOR 
TIME I1 - PERCENT 
Adjective 
Index  Score Complainants Non-Complainants 
8 . 4 7  % 
22 .68  
3 6 . 3 4  
3 2 . 5 1  
24 .96  % 
23 .58  
29 .55  
21 .90  
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The  real  question,  however,  relates to whether  there  are  true 
differences  between  the  nature  or  socioeconomic  description of 
the  two  sets of people. Data shown  in  Table 4.2 indicate  that 
there  are  differences;  however,  these  differences  are not great. 
House cost and  income  might  be  expected  to  correlate  and  for  these 
two  socioeconomic  indices  there  is  little  difference in attitude 
between  complainants  and  non-complainants.  Similarly,  education 
and  occupation  should  correlate  and  it  is  here  that  we  note  a 
difference  in  attitude  between  complaiants  and  non-complainants. 
This  difference  is  that  individuals in the high categories of 
occupation (a score of 60-99  on U.S. Census  scale of occupation) 
and  education  (college  level or higher)  tend  to  complain  more 
about the booms,  but  there  are  almost as many  individuals  in 
these  two  classes who do not complain.  As an aside, of those 
who complain,  over one-half are  in  the high category of education 
and over  three-fourths  are  in the high  category of occupation. 
In general,  however,  there is little  socioeconomic  difference 
between  complainants  and  non-complainants. 
The  major  difference  between the complainants  and  non-complainants 
is simply  that  complainants own their  homes  and  feel  that  the 
sonic  booms  have  damaged  their  homes.  This  statement  is  based 
on the data of Tables 4 . 3  and 4 . 4  as well as on the data.obtained 
from  Federal  Agencies  which  furnished the  list of complainants. 
Table 4.4  also  shows  that  the  complainants  gave  rational  answers 
for  wanting to eliminate  the  boom  since  the  percentage  listing 
other  reasons were, in general,  less  than the percentage of 
non-complainants  listing  these  same  other  reasons. In fact  only 
6 percent of the  complainants  felt  the  boom  should  be  eliminated 
because  it  is  "aggravating,  irritating,  worrisome  or  annoying." 
It should  be  pointed  out  that  the  number of non-complainants 
answering  the  question  related  to  Table 4 . 4  is  quite  small 
. 
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Table 4 . 2  
SOCIOECONOMIC  DISTRIBUTION OF COMPLAINANTS  AND  NON-COMPLAINANTS 
TIME I1 - PERCENT 
HOUSE  COST  OCCUPATION  EDUCATION  INCOME 
Category Comp.  Non-Comp.  Comp.  Non-Comp. Comp.  Non-Comp.  Comp.  Non-Comp. 
Low 
7 8   6 2  54  47  33 37 34  29 High 
19  26  37 33 50   42  23  26 Medium 
3% 12% 9%  21%17%  21%  42% 45% 
N 281  407 3 10 6 39  356  39  26 3 46 9 
Comp. = Complainants  Non-Comp. = Non-Complainants 
NOTE:  Socioeconomic  data  were  unavailable  for  the  entire  sample  because 
certain  respondents  exercised  the  always  present  privilege of not 
answering  any  question. 
C 
Table 4 . 3  
HOME OWNERSHIP  BY  COMPLAINANT  BEHAVIOR 
TIME I1 - PERCENT 
Home  Ownership  Complainant  Non-Compl inant 
Owner 93 76 
Renter 7 24 
N =  350  611 
X2 = 4 7 . 8 4  ldf P < .001 
Table 4.4  
REASON  TO  ELIMINATE  NOISE  BY  COMPLAINANT  BEHAVIOR 
Based on Respondents Who Selected 
the  Boom  as  First  Sound to Eliminate 
TIME I1 - PERCENT 
Reason  to  Eliminate 
Costly, cause  damage 
Danger to life, frightening 
Unnecessary 
Startling 
Aggravating,  irritating, 
Bad for  nerves 
So house  wouldn't  shake 
Makes  too  much  noise 
Harmful to health 
Interferes with TV 
Make  this  more  pleasant 
place to live 
Would  like  to  eliminate 
but realize is necessary 
Are  disturbing at night 
worrisome,  annoying 
Complainant 
52  
8 
8 
7 
6 
6 
5 
4 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
N 144 
4 3  
Non-Complainant 
26 
1 3  
6 
1 5  
17 
6 
4 
6 
0 
2 
2 
2 
0 
47 
(47 out of 6 5 9 )  because  these  were  the  only  non-complainants 
who  listed  the boom as  the  first  sound  they  wished  eliminated 
from  their  neighborhood.  Thus  the  distribution of answers  for 
the non-complainants  may not be  a  true  representation of this 
category. 
Complainants  also  have  formed  opinions  and  have  carried on 
discussions  with  family  and  acquaintances to a greater  extent 
than non-complainants, as  shown in Table 4 . 5 .  This  tendency of 
complainants  to  participate  in  conversations,  and  the  fact  that 
52 percent  had  crystallized  their  opinions  about  the boom, 
indicates  that  the  nucleus of protest  organizations  could  be 
expected  to  form  around  persons who  believe  their  property is 
damaged  by  the  boom  and  who  register  formal  complaints. 
Table 4 . 5  
LEVEL OF DISCUSSION BY COMPLAINANT  BEHAVIOR 
TIME I1 - PERCENT 
Level of Discussion  Complainants  No -Complainants 
Have an opinion 56 % 32 % 
Generally  discuss 50  32 
Discuss  with  family 89   68  
Hear discussed 78   58  
N = 360 N = 6 5 9  
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Tables 4 . 6  and 4.7 compare complainants and non-complainants i n  
terms of how they like their neighborhood, the things about their 
neighborhood which they feel  are important. ,  and the nature of 
the changes i n  t h e i r  neighborhood which have taken place since 
they  have  lived  there. The data  show tha t  there  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  
no d i f fe rence  between  these  groups.  Certainly  the  data  refute 
the idea that the complainants are dissatisfied wiLh t h e i r  
neighborhood and complain because of t h i s  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n .  
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Table 4.6 
COMPARISON OF COMPLAINANTS AND NON-COMPLAINANTS  IN  TERMS 
OF THEIR  RATING OF ITEMS OF IMPORTANCE  TO  THEIR  NEIGHBORHOOD 
(In  ?ercent) 
Nice  Homes  and  Yards 
Convenience of Location 
c’ m Quality of Community  Facilities 
Safe  Place  to  Live 
Economic  Advantages 
Convenience of Transportation 
Zoning 
Neighbors 
Quiet  Area 
Preference  for  House 
Little  Traffic 
Complainants 
1st  2nd  3rd 4th 5th+ N.R. 
Non-Complainants 
1st  2nd  3rd 4th 5th+  N.R. 
30% 14% 14% 9% 15% 18% 
13 16 10 8 25  28 
8 11 9 8 32 32 
20  15 8 10 23 24 
4 7  5 5 3 7  41 
2  7 6 6 3 9  39 
3 4 5 4 4 1  43 
6  9 13 9 31  31 
4 8 10 9 37  32 
6 5 6 5 3 5  43 
2  2 5 4 4 4  44 
29%  13%  11% 9% 22% 16% 
17 17 11 9 23 24 
10 15 12 8 27  28 
15 13 13 11 29  20 
3  5 6 8 4 2  36 
3 4 9 7 4 2  34 
2  2 3 5 4 4  45 
10 12  12 9 35 22 
4 8 10 9 39  31 
6 3  5 4 4 3  40 
2  3 3 5 4 9  39 
QUESTION:  Which of the  following  items  do you consider  most  important,  second 
most  important,  etc.? 
Table 4 . 7  
I 
COMPLAINANTS  AND  NON-COMPLAINANTS  RATINGS 
OF THE  CHANGES  IN  THEIR  NEIGHBORHOOD 
(In Percent) 
Complainants 
Better  Same  Worse  N.R.  Better  Same  Worse  N.R. 
Non-Complainants 
Homes and Yards 
.P Convenience of Location 
Quality of Community  Facilities 
Safe  Place to  Live 
Economic  Advantages 
Convenience of Transportation 
Zoning 
Neighbors 
Quiet  Area 
Preference  for  House 
Traffic 
w 
22%  65% 11% 
26 7 1  2 
27 6 4  6 
1 3   7 4  10 
3 39  56 
9 7 5   1 2  
3 8 3  9 
8 7 9  11 
2 58  37 
11 80  7 
5 58  35 
N = 360 
2% 
2 
3 
4 
2 
4 
4 
2 
2 
3 
2 
24%  60%  15% 1% 
24  69  4 2 
24   66  8  2 
15   75  7  3 
3 39 55 3 
1 5  76 6  3 
4 8 3  7  6 
11 7 5  11 2 
7 53  37 2 
14 7 3  9 4 
7 53  38 2 
N = 6 5 9  
QUESTION:  Consider  each of the listed  characteristics  and  tell  me if it  has 
undergone  a  major  change,  either  for  the  better or for  worse  since 
you have  lived  here,  and  what  the  change  was. 
CHAPTER V 
THE MASS MEDIA AND THE S O N I C  BOOM ISSUE 
This section of the study i s  concerned with the ways the mass 
media handled s tor ies  of  the sonic  boom and the SST and the 
manner i n  rqhich these  s tor ies  a f fec ted  the  reac t ions  among 
publics toward environmental  noise and sonic boom. A spec ia l  
type of content analysis called "theme ana lys is  ,I1 p a r t i c u l a r l y  
sui ted for  such a study, was used. 
Theme ana lys is  of e d i t o r i a l  and news ar t ic les  dea l ing  wi th  the  
sonic boom classif ies  content  according ' to  the recurrent  and 
s ignif icant  ideas  or  proposi t ions that  can be found by experienced 
ana lys t s  who study the material over an extended period of t i m e .  
Such c l a s s i f i ca t ions  o r  "themes" may be analyzed i n  terms of  the 
cbntex t  in  which they occur, the slant for o r  against  supersonic 
a i r c r a f t  which they represent,  and the community from which 
they originated.  
Although it  was originally planned t o  r e s t r i c t  t he  ana lyses  t o  
coverage of the sonic boom, it was found t o  be an almost impos- 
s ib le  task  to  separa te  the  top ic  of the sonic  boom from super- 
son ic  a i r c ra f t .  The two terms are often used synonymously i n  
the  coverage.  Therefore, i t  was dec ided  tha t  to  t rea t  the  
sonic boom coverage adequately in this study, i t  should be 
s tudied in  the framework i n  which i t  so of ten appears, i . e . ,  
supersonic  a i rcraf t .  1 
'The term "supersonic  a i rc raf t "  re fers  to  the  SST and the  mi l i t a ry  
supersonic  transports  involved  in  testing,  such  as  the SR-71. It  
does - not  include  coverage of mil i tary  supersonic   t ransports  which 
are mentioned out of the context of t e s t i n g  and boom. If Concorde 
were mentioned i n  i t s  context of boom t e s t i n g  o r  problems, it was 
also included in the material  analyzed. 
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The coding scheme allowed for from one t o  four teen  d i f fe ren t  
themes t o  be recorded from a s ing le  art icle.  For  the majori ty  
of t h e  a r t i c l e s ,  t h i s  was more than  an  adequate  allowance. How- 
ever ,  for  some of the longer feature or magazine art icles,  a l l  
of the  themes appearing in  the ar t ic le  could not  be included.  
In such cases, the most representative themes were chosen, using 
the  cri teria of order of appearance and amount of text devoted 
t o  t he  pa r t i cu la r  theme. Themes buried within the ar t ic le  would 
not receive the same p r i o r i t y  as themes appearing in the f i r s t  
p a r t  of the  article. Likewise, a sentence merely mentioning a 
theme would not  receive the same p r i o r i t y  a s  a paragraph discus- 
s ing a p a r t i c u l a r  theme. 
The coverage by the  media will be described from newspaper da ta  
c o l l e c t e d  i n  f i v e  tes t  c i t ies  (Atlanta, Chicago, Da l l a s lFor t  
Worth, Denver and Los Angeles) and from twelve na t iona l  maga- 
z ines  and newspapers. The publication period covered for the 
study was June 1, 1967 t o  December 1, 1967. 2 
The ana lys i s  t o  f o l l o w  i s  based on a reduction of 2,030 coded 
themes t o  21 categories .  The 2 1  categories  were further reduced 
to   four   ca tegor ies :  themes favorable  to  the-SST; themes  un- 
favorable  to  the SST; themes favorable toward the sonic boom; 
themes unfavorable toward the sonic boom. 
The i t e m  context category defines the area of i n t e r e s t  o r  the 
ove ra l l  t o p i c  of t h e  a r t i c l e s  i n  which there  was coverage of the  
sonic boom or  the  SST. 
2With the exception of da ta  from Los Angeles which includes 
a r t i c l e s  from as la te  as January, 1968. 
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Table 5.1 ranks the categories and gives the number of themes 
appearing within each context and the percentage that  this  
number represents  from t h e  t o t a l  coded 2,030 themes. 
Table 5 . 1  
INCIDENCE OF THEMES BY ITEM CONTEXT 
I t e m  Context Category 
Trouble over Aircraft Noise and Sonic 
Booms (damage, complaints, p r o t e s t  
ac t ion)  
Study of, r e p o r t  of ,  conjecture  of 
sonic boom, e f f e c t s  
P o l i t i c a l  and economic f a c t o r s  i n  
SST development 
A i r  transportation growth, development 
Announcement o f ,  r e p o r t  of,  
theory of t e s t i n g  
Report of SST, Concorde, TU-144 develop- 
ment (orders  for ,  t es t ing  o f )  
Sonic boom 
Economic f a c t o r s  i n  SST development 
Scient i f ic-   technological  phenomenon o r  
developments i n   a i r c r a f t  world 
Noise,  safety regulations 
SST program 
Progress, science-technology in general 
Legal matters, new laws, 
l i t i g a t i o n  over S S T / B O ~  
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Theme 
TEiiiiEr 
413 
279 
249 
159  
1 5 1  
116 
8 9  
7 9  
7 9  
60 
5 9  
5 1  
4 9  
Percent 
20 
14 
1 2  
8 
7 
. 6  
4 
4 
4 
3 
3 
3 
2 
Table 5 . 1  - Continued 
Item Context Category 
Aviation industry,  other 
"pr iva te  indus t r ies"  
Mi l i t a ry  f ac to r s  i n  SST development 
About SST asse ts /defec ts  as  a plane 
Conservation, related social  problems 
Combination o f  t rouble  over  a i rc raf t  
noise and  economic f ac to r s  
Non-aircraf t  re la ted 
P o l i t i c a l  f a c t o r s  i n  SST development 
Government budge t ,  f i s ca l  a f f a i r s  
45 
39 
.2 5 
21 
21 
9 
6 
2 
Percent 
It  i s  observed that the t w o  categories of highest  theme incidence 
were about the sonic boom and i t s  n o i s e  e f f e c t s  on the community. 
The main concern was obviously the adverse human e f f e c t s  of the 
boom, followed closely by the third ranked category dealing 
with the main items of  controversy in the development of the 
SST--the pol i t ica l  impl ica t ions  and economic predic t ions .  
The d i s t r ibu t ion  o f  pos i t i ve ,  neu t r a l  and negat ive direct ion o f  
coverage of the SST and sonic boom  was considered f o r  a l l  of the 
a r t ic les  inc luded  in  the  s tudy .  The t o t a l  number of  a r t i c l e s  
considered was 705, drawn  from 2 1  selected publications such as 
national magazines and suburban and metropolitan newspapers 
published both in the SR-71 c i t i e s  and elsewhere, depending on 
where the  s to r i e s  o r ig ina t ed .  
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The difference between the direction of coverage in the SR-71 
c i t i e s  and elsewhere i s  reveal ing.  The overa l l  nega t ive  d i rec t ion  
was higher among the SR-71 ci t ies ,  with the except ion of  Los Angeles. 
The ove ra l l  pos i t i ve  d i r ec t ion  was  ,omewhat the,same for the total  
sample as  for  the  SR-71 c i t i e s  (30 percent) due to the unusually 
high percentage of  posi t ive ar t ic les  in  Los Angeles (40 percent ) .  
Among the SR-71 c i t i e s ,  Chicago had 74 percent overall  negative 
ar t ic les ,  the highest  percentage of  negat ive ar t ic les  in  terms 
of d i r ec t ion .  Denver was second among the SR-71 c i t i e s  f o r  
negat ive direct ion.  Atlanta  and Dallas may be  grouped  together 
wi th  s l igh t ly  more than half  of the art icles being of negative 
d i r ec t ion .  Los Angeles  scored 44 percent  nega t ive  a r t ic les ,  
which i s  a lower  percentage  than  the  national  sample.  In 
summary, press coverage i n  the SR-71 c i t i e s  was l e s s  neu t r a l  and 
more negative than was the coverage originating from c i t i e s  n o t  
overflown by the SR-71. Tables 5 . 2  and 5 . 3  i l l u s t r a t e  t h e s e  
findings : 
Table 5 . 2  
ARTICLE D I R E C T I O N  FOR SR-71 AND OTHER CITIES 
(In Percent) 
D I R E C T I O N  SR-71 C I T I E S  OTHER C I T I E S  
N Percent N Percent - 
Posi t ive  78 30 
Neutral 44 15 
Negative 14 2 55 
Totals 264 100 
132 30 
91 2 1  
218 49 
441 100 
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C I T I E S  "- 
Atlanta  
Chicago 
Dallas 
Denver 
Table 5.3 
ARTICLE.. DIRECTION AMONG SR-71 CITIES 
( In   Percent)  
POSITIVE NEUTRAL NEGATIVE 
- N Percent - N Percent - N Percent 
4 27 3 20 8 53 
8 23 1 3 26 7 4  
11 24 10 22 24  54 
7 15 11 23 30  62 
Los Angeles 48 40 19 16 54 44 
The symbol used i n  the headline and the favorable o r  unfavorable 
direct ion associated with i t  i s  important for the primary im- 
pression that  it evokes.  If  the  sonic boom "makes the  headlines" 
i n  a negative framework, the  assoc ia t ion  between the t w o  i s  
l i k e l y  t o  be l a s t i n g ,  even i f  w i th in  the  a r t i c l e  t he re  a re  p o s i -  
t i v e  comments. It  was found t h a t  4 3  percent of a l l  of the ar-  
t i c l e s  had  unfavorable  headlines. The favorable and neu t r a l  
categories  were evenly divided with 28 percent of t h e  a r t i c l e s  
f a l l i ng  wi th in  each of the t w o  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s .  The symbols 
most  frequently used were sonic boom and SST. Twenty-seven 
percent of  the headline symbols were sonic boom and 23 percent 
were SST. The SR-71 and/or  other  mil i tary supersonic  a i rcraf t  
represented only six percent of the headline symbols. Airport  
and airplane noise appeared in four percent of t h e  a r t i c l e s  
re levant  to ' the s tudy,  and environmental noise composed only 
one percent of the headlines. 
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Each SR-71 c i t y  was analyzed also for i t s  edi tor ia l  coverage and 
d i r ec t ion .  The r e s u l t s  of t h i s  ana lys i s  showed the tes t  c i t i e s  
t o  be highly disparate .  Atlanta  had an almost even d i s t r i b u t i o n  
of e d i t o r i a l  and news a r t i c l e s .  Of t h e  e d i t o r i a l  a r t i c l e s ,  t h e  
sonic boom  was only s l i g h t l y  emphasized  over  the SST. The sonic 
boom was represented favorably in 50 percent of t h e  e d i t o r i a l  
themes,  and  unfavorably i n  4 0  percent.  The same s l a n t  i n  
coverage was present i n  the news a r t i c l e s ,  w i t h  53 percent of 
the  themes on sonic boom being favorable and 38 percent un- 
favorable.  The coverage of the SST i n  t h e  e d i t o r i a l  a r t i c l e s  
was more negative than posit ive,  55 percent t o  44 percent .  In  
the news ar t ic les ,  the  favorable  and unfavorable themes balanced 
exact ly ,  with 4 5  percent favorable and 4 5  percent unfavorable 
toward the SST. 
Chicago had an unusually high percentage of editorial articles 
a s  compared to  the other  t es t  c i t i e s .  S ix ty - s ix  pe rcen t  of the 
a r t i c l e s  examined in the study were e d i t o r i a l  i n  c h a r a c t e r .  Of 
t h e  e d i t o r i a l  a r t i c l e s  i n  Chicago, the sonic boom  was t r ea t ed  a s  
highly unfavorable ( 8 4  percent) ,  and the SST was t r ea t ed  a s  
mildly  unfavorable ( 5 4  percent) .  Of the news a r t i c l e s ,  2 1  p e r -  
cent  were about the SST, and 78 percent were about the sonic 
boom.  The  news themes were 68 percent  favorable  to  the SST. For 
news coverage of the sonic boom, 56 percent were unfavorable and 
38 percent favorable. 
The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of e d i t o r i a l  a r t i c l e s  and news a r t i c l e s  i n  
Dal las  a lso was uneven.  Seventy-six  percent of a l l  of the themes 
in  Dal las  were presented i n  news a r t i c l e s .  This news coverage 
emphasized  the SST. The edi tor ia l   coverage was ambivalent. The 
SST was t reated favorably and unfavorably in a balanced manner. 
The sonic boom received 4 6  percent negative coverage and only 
26  percent  pos i t ive  ed i tor ia l  comment. 
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The ar t ic1,es  in  Los Angeles were divided similarly to those in 
Dallas,  with 7 8  percent of the themes coming from news a r t i c l e s  
and 2 1  percent coming  from e d i t o r i a l  a r t i c l e s .  The  news 
coverage i n  t h i s  c i t y  was a l s o  similar to  Dal las .  The sonic 
boom  was t reated negat ively by 6 2  percent of the themes, and 
the SST was t rea ted  pos i t ive ly  by 58 percent of the themes. 
The editorial  coverage of the SST was a l so  s imi la r ,  wi th  50 
percent receiving favorable treatment,  and 50  percent negative.  
However, the coverage of the sonic boom  was more negat ive in  
nature. This might be explained by the difference in exposure 
to  the sonic  boom in the two c i t i e s .  Los Angeles was cont inual ly  
exposed t o  the sonic boom, whereas Dallas had been subjected t o  
only a limited  exposure. The s i m i l a r i t i e s  between  the t w o  c i t i e s  
might possibly be explained by t h e  c i t i e s '  i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  air-  
c ra f t  i ndus t ry .  Both economies p r o f i t  by the  presence  of  air- 
c r a f t  i n d u s t r i e s .  
The e d i t o r i a l  and news coverage i n  Denver was fair ly  balanced.  
Sixty-two percent of the themes in  the  ed i tor ia l  ca tegory  were 
about  the  sonic boom. Of these  themes, 88 percent were 
unfavorable. The SST, as   dis t inguished from the  sonic boom, 
was t r ea t ed  in  a balanced edi tor ia l  manner. The  news category, 
however, t reated  the SST unfavorably. Also,  the  sonic boom 
received more favorable coverage than unfavorable, with 
47 percent  of  the themes being  favorable.   This  characterist ic 
in  the  news coverage probably i s  due t o  the large number of 
mi l i t a ry  announcements appearing in the Denver media. 
The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of news and ed i tor ia l  coverage  in  the  f ive  
c i t i e s  i s  shown i n  Table 5 . 4 .  
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Table 5.4 
EDITORIAL AND NEWS COVERAGE BY SST+, SST-, 
BOOM+, BOOM-, BY C I T Y  
D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Coverage 
( In  pe rcen t )  
SST 
Percent   Percent  
c ITY of  of 
Tota l   Pos i t ive   Negat ive   Tota l   Pos i t ive   Negat ive  
ATLANTA (N=43) 
E d i t o r i a l  
(N=19) 47  44 55 52 50  40 
News (N=24) 45  45 45 54 53 38 
CHICAGO (N=219) 
E d i t o r i a l  
(N=146) 4 1  42 54  58 9 84 
News  (N=73) 2 1  68 31 78  38  56 
DALLAS (N=213) 
E d i t o r i a l  
(N=50) 48 50 50 52 26 46 
News (N=163) 57 59 37 42 27 67 
DENVER (N=182) 
E d i t o r i a l  
(N=8 5) 37 50 50 62 11 88 
News (N=97) 2 1  47 52 78 47 44 
- LOS ANGELES (N=487) 
E d i t o r i a l  
(N=105) 49  50 50 50 24 73 
News (N=382) 51 58  36 48 32 62 
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J u s t  a s  w e  have classif ied interviewees in  this  s tudy by t h e i r  
l eve l s  of dissat isfact ion with environmental  noise ,  annoyance 
with the sonic boom, o r  complaint behavior, w e  can a l s o  c l a s s i f y  
them  by the press environment in which  they l i v e .  This c l a s s i -  
f i c a t i o n  i s  achieved by loca t ing  ind iv idua ls  in  the i r  own c i t i e s ,  
f o r  which the percent of overal l  negat ive press coverage of the 
sonic boom o r  SST i s  ava i lab le ,  and by looking for aggregate 
descr iptors  in  each ci ty  for  complainants  and non-complainants. 
The underlying strategy in such comparisons i s  t o  determine the 
e f f e c t  of the press environment on the adjective index score while 
examining between-group differences in the adjective score of  
complainants and non-complainants. 
In  Figure 5.1,  there  a re  two basic  axes of comparison. Along 
the abscissa are the rankings of the S R - 7 1  c i t i es  accord ing  t o  
their  percentage of negative press treatment of the sonic boom 
and SST issues ,  with Los Angeles residents exposed t o  the  leas t  
negative stories,  in proportion t o  the number of a r t i c l e s  pub- 
lished concerning the boom o r  SST, and with Denver res idents  
exposed t o  the highest  proportion of negative press content.  
Mean adjective index scores for complainants and non-complainants 
are  plot ted along the ordinate .  
A s  can be seen, there i s  a s l i g h t  e f f e c t  of press treatment on 
score  levels.  Scores  for  complainants and non-complainants 
r ises i n  the  c i ty  wi th  the  most negat ive press  t reatment ,  i .e . ,  
D e n ~ e r . ~  No d i r ec t ion  of associat ion i s  imputed; i t  i s  not  known 
3Atlanta was eliminated from Figure 5 .1  s ince  the  s ize  of the 
complainant sample consisted of only three persons. 
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DENVER 
- LOS ANGELES 
COMPLAINANTS 
NON- COMPLAINANTS 
PERCENT  NEGATIVE  D IRECTION OF PRESS 
COVERAGE OF SST,   SONIC BOOM 
F I G .  5 .1  ADJECTIVE  INDEX  SCORE  BY  PRESS  D IRECTION 
AND  COMPLAINT  BEHAVIOR - T I M E  II 
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if the  press in Denver influences  score  levels  by  negative 
editorials  and news, or  simply  reflects  the  editor's  estimate of 
popular  opinion  that  already  exists in the  community  based on 
letters  to  the editor or on personal  acquaintanceship  with 
business  and  community  leaders. 
More can be said  about  the  differences  between  the  mean  score 
levels  for  complainants  and  non-complainants,  with  complainants 
maintaining  a  higher  score  level in all cities. A s  shown 
earlier, the high  score  level of complainants is  accounted  for 
primarily  by  the  belief  that  homes  are  damaged by  sonic  booms. 
The  conclusion  that can be made  from  these  observations is that 
the  attitudes  as  expressed  by  positive or negative  adjectives 
is  a  product of individual  characteristics  and  beliefs  rather 
than of negative  press  treatment of the  sonic  boom  and SST 
issues,  although  there is  some  evidence  that  extensive  negative 
press coverage  exerts  influence of its own. 
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CHAPTER V I  
CAUSAL MODELS 
P a r t  of the sampling design resulted in the interviewing of a 
c e r t a i n  small (N = 456 ) group twice, once during T i m e  I p r i o r  
t o  t h e  SR-71 f l i g h t s  and again during T i m e  I1 some f o u r  t o  s i x  
months a f t e r  t h e  SR-71 f l i g h t s  had  stopped.  This  group,  which 
contained no complainants, was used to explore various causal 
models. A f i n a l  t e n t a t i v e  model was developed t o  show t h e  l i k e l y  
direction of causation and the sequence of the  var iab les .  Data 
f o r  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  are l imi t ed  to  T i m e  I1 data  (Form C )  s ince  a t  
T i m e  I (Form B) most of the respondents did not report  the boom 
as the most annoying  sound i n  t h e  neighborhood.  This model 
should be considered as an hypothesis rather than as a f i n a l  
statement. I t  i s  hoped t h a t  i t  may be  used by o thers  to  guide  
future  research.  
1 
The analysis begins by examining in t e rco r re l a t ions  between a l l  
var iab les .  The l a rges t  co r re l a t ions  are noted and are assumed t o  
ind ica te  causa l  l inks .  The d i r ec t ion  of  causation i s  t e s t e d  o r  
evaluated by  means of par t ia l  cor re la t ions ,  expla ined  below. 
Some of the assumptions of causal analysis are as follows. 
(A t h ree  va r i ab le  network i s  used as an example.) 
1) Y i s  assumed to  cause  ne i ther  X nor Z .  
2) None of the variables can be both a cause and an effect 
of any other variable.  
3 )  All other  var iables  inf luencing X (outside of the 
network under examination) are uncorrelated with the 
var iab les  Y and Z .  
' 2 1 4  i n  Los Angeles, 107 i n  Da l l a s ,  76  i n  Denver  and 59 in  At lan ta .  
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4 )  Two way causation is ruled  out.  Thus, X and Y cannot 
cause  each  other  simultaneously. 
With these  assumptions in mind, the  following  logical  causal 
relationships  can  exist  between X, Y and Z: 
Z is an "outside"  disturbing  influence  which 
produces  random  variations  in Y with respect 
to  variations in X. Therefore, by 
X-Y relationship  is  increased. 
x-Y "controlling" for Z the magnitude of the 
X causes Z which causes Y .  By holding Z 
constant  the  relationship  between X and Y 
disappears  since X cannot  vary  independently 
of Z. If Z can  be  shown  plausibly  to  exist 
been  identified. 
X Y between X and Y in time, a causal chain has 
OR 
Relationship  between X and Y is  "spurious" 
(false)  since Z causes  variation  in  both 
X and Y .  By controlling  for Z, correlation 
between X and Y approaches  zero. i\ 
X Y 
These  models  are  similar  in  that  the X and 
Y relationship  is  direct,  whereas  that 
between Y and 2 is  indirect. In both 
models, the  correlation  between Y and Z,  
x-Y controlling for X ,  would vanish. 
x-Y 
of  these  models  proves  that  the  connection  between  two 
variables  is  necessary. By ascertaining  the  degree  to  which  they 
vary  together',  and  by  making  inferences  about  the  logical  sequence 
involved, it is  possible  to make an intellectuai  leap  to a  causal 
model.  The  model  emerges  by  progressively  eliminating  the  models 
that  do not hold. 
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The f i r s t  s t e p  i n  t h e  p r o c e s s  of elimination i s  t o  examine the  
magnitude of the correlations between each pair  of variables 
shown in  F igure  6.1.  Three reasonably possible relations appear 
t o  e x i s t :  1) between hearing booms and  neighborhood  noisiness 
( . 5 0 ) ,  2)  between hearing booms and the adject ive index score 
( . 3 4 ) ,  and 3 )  between the adject ive index score and a c t i v i t i e s  
dis turbed ( . 4 6 ) .  Figure  6.2 shows t h a t  t h e  f i r s t  c a u s a l  model 
i s  composed of  the interrelat ions of  these three var iables .  The 
s o l i d  l i n e s  show the  causa l  l inks  and the  dot ted  l ines  show the  
possibly spurious l inks.  
Hearing Booms 
\ 
Noisiness 
w c 
Disturbed 
Ad'ective Index Score 
(degative Atti tude) 
INTERCORRETATIONS AMONG MAJOR VARIABLES 
FIG. 6 .1  
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MODEL I 
FIG. 6 . 2  
Table 6.1 presents  evidence  suggesting  that Model I is  correct. 
For each of the  possibly  spurious  relations  (designated I, 11, 
and 111) the  partial  correlation  resulting  from  controlling  on 
other  variables  is  much  smaller  than  the  original  zero-order 
correlation. If the  partial  correlation were equal  to  or  greater 
than  the  original  zero-order  correlation,  the  relation  could n t 
be called  spurious. 
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Table 6 . 1  
DISTRIBUTION OF  CORRELATIONS I N  MODEL I 
Correlated Pa r t i a l  Zero  Order 
Variables  Controls  Correlation  l t i  
I. Noisiness  and Hearing ........... . 0 9 . . . . . . . . . .  . 2 4  
Ad j ec  t ive  Hearing and 
Index  Score A c t i v i t i e s  . . . . . . . .  . 0 4 . . . . . . . . .  . 2 4  
11. Hearing  and  Adjective 
Adjective 
Index Score 
and Noisiness ..... . 0 2 . . . . . . . . .  . 2 2  
A c t i v i t i e s  Index  Score.. . . . . .  . 0 7 . . . . . . . . .  . 2 2  
111. Noisiness and  Hearing  and 
Act iv i t ies   Adjec t ive  
Index  Score . . . . . . .  .11......... . 2 3  
For example, in  F igure  6 . 2  l e t  hearing booms be Z ,  neighborhood 
noisiness  be X ,  and the adject ive index score be Y .  The 
s i t u a t i o n  i s  i d e n t i c a l  t o  l o g i c a l  model " C y "  explained ear l ie r .  
This model shows tha t  the  cor re la t ion  between X and Y ( . 2 4 )  i s  
ac tua l ly  the  resu l t  o f  the  cor re la t ion  between Z and X ( . 5 0 ) ,  
and, Z and Y ( . 3 4 ) ,  and should  be  only . 09 .  Not ice  tha t  th i s  
actual  correlat ion can be reduced fur ther  ( to  . 0 4 )  i f  t h e  r e l a t i o n  
between Y and the  fou r th  va r i ab le  in  the  sys t em (ac t iv i t i e s )  i s  
controlled.   This i s  j u s t  more confirmation. 
The analysis proceeds by searching  for  o ther  re levant  var iab les ,  
introducing them into the causal network, and t e s t i n g  t h e i r  
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effects.  After an exhaustive  search  two  more  variables  (rent/ 
house cost and  accommodation)2 were added  to  the  model.  Figure 
6 . 3  shows how rent/house  cost  and  accommodation  are  connected  to 
the  network.  The  addition of these  variables  constitutes 
Model 11. 
Hearing Booms Rent or House Cost 
/ :  rr\ 
(3\ hl
Neighborhood v t 
Noisiness  Adjective  Ind x  Score -Accommodation - .41 
Activities 
Disturbed 
CAUSAL  MODEL I1 
FIG. 6 . 3  
The  information  for  evaluating  Model I1 is  found  in  Table 6.2. 
This  evaluation is rather  complex  but  essentially  consists  of 
2The  "accommodation"  variable  is  based  on  responses  to  questions 
about  whether  or not the  respondent  would  object to  twice  as 
many, or  five  times  as  many  booms  as he presently  (at  time of 
interviewing)  receives.  "Rent/house  cost" is the  amount  of  rent 
payment, if renting,  or  the  equivalent  payment, if owning. 
65 
. .. ... 
Table 6 . 2  
DISTRIBUTION OF CORRELATIONS IN  THE CAUSAL  MODEL 
Correlated  Partial Zero Order 
Variables  Controls  Correla i n  Cor elation 
Noisiness and Hearing . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 0 9 . . . . . . . . . . .  . 2 4  
Adjective  Hearing  nd 
Index  Score  Activities . . . . . . . . . . .  . 0 4 . . . . . . . . . . .  . 2 4  
Hearing, Activities 
and Accommodation . . . .  . 0 3 . . . . . . . . . . .  . 2 4  
Hearing, Activities, 
Accommodation  and 
RentlHouse C o s t  . . . . . .  . 0 2 . . . . . . . . . . .  . 2 4  
Hearing  and  Adjective  Index  Score . 07 . . . . . . . . . . .  . 2 2  
Activities  Adjective  Index  Score 
and Accommodation . . . .  . 0 5 . . . . . . . . . . .  .22 
Adjective  Index  Score 
and Noisiness . . . . . . . .  . 0 2 . . . . . . . . . . .  - 2 2  
Adjective  Index  Score, 
Accommodation 
and  Noisiness . . . . . . . .  -. 00 . . . . . . . . . . .  .22 
Adjective  Index  Score, 
Accommodation, 
Noisiness  and 
Rent/House  Cost...... -. 02 ........... .22  
Noisiness and Hearing and 
Activities  Adjective  Index  Score .11.. . . . . . . . . .  . 2 3  
Hearing , 
Adjective  Index  Score 
and Accommodation .... .11. . . . . . . . . . .  .23 
Hearing , 
Adjective  Index  Score, 
Accommodation  and 
Rent/House Cost...... . 1 2 . . . . . . . . . . .   2 3  
Hearing  and  Adjective  Index  Score -. 1 2  . . . . . . . . . . .  - . 24  
Accommodation Adjective Index Score 
and  Noisiness ........ -. 09 . . . . . . . . . . .  - . 2 4  
Adjective  Index  Score, 
Noisiness  and 
Activities ........... -. 08 ........... - . 2 4  
Adjective  Index  Score, 
Noisiness,  Activities 
and  RentlHouse  Cost.. -. 0 6  ........... " 2 4  
... .... -~ ." - - .___""== ~ ~ _ ~ _  ~- - - ~- " - 
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Table 6 . 2  Continued 
D I S T R I B U T I O N  OF CORRELATIONS I N  THE CAUSAL MODEL 
Correlated Par t ia l  Zero Order 
Variables  Controls  Correlation  Correlation 
Noisiness and Hearing and 
Accommodation Adjective  Index  Score -. 05 ........... -.18 
Hearing , 
Adjective Index Score 
and A c t i v i t i e s  ....... -. 03 ........... -.18 
Hearing , 
Adjective Index Score 
A c t i v i t i e s  and 
Rent/House Cos t . . . . . .  -. 05 . . . . . . . . . . .  -.18 
A c t i v i t i e s  and Adjective  Index  Score -. 20 ........... -.35 
Accommodation Adjective  Index  Score 
and Hearing .......... -. 19 ........... -.35 
Adjective Index Score 
Hearing  -and 
Noisiness . . . . . . . . . . . .  -. 19 . . . . . . . . . . .  -.35 
Adjective Index Score, 
Hearing,  Noisiness and 
Rent/House Cost . . . .  . .  -. 15 . . . . . . . . . . .  - . 3 5  
Hearing and Noisiness , 
Rent/House Cost Adjective Index Score 
and Addommodation .... . l o . . . . . . . . . . .  .14 
Noisiness, 
Adjective Index Score, 
Accommodation and 
A c t i v i t i e s  ........... . l o . . . . . . . . . . .  .14 
Noisiness and Hearing, 
Rent/House Cost Adjective Index Score 
and Accommodation .... -. 09 ........... .01  
Hearing , 
Adjective Index Score, 
Accommodation and 
A c t i v i t i e s  ........... -. 10 ........... .01 
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Table 6.2 Continued 
DISTRIBUTION OF CORRELATIONS IN THE CAUSAL .MODEL 
Correlated  Partial  Zero Order 
Variables Controls Correlation  Correlation 
Activities and Adjective Index Score 
Rent/House Cost and Accommodation. ... . 1 4 . . . . . . . . . . .  .23 
Ad j ec tive Index  Score , 
Accommodation 
and Hearing .......... .14........... . 2 3  
Adjective  Index  Score, 
Accommodation, 
Hearing and 
Noisiness ............ . 1 5 . . . . . . . . . . .  . 2 3  
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inspecting the model, hypothesizing what should happen, and then 
t e s t i n g  t h i s  by means of p a r t i a l  c o r r e l a t i o n .  For  example, i t  
was  hown e a r l i e r  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between neighborhood 
nois iness  and the Adjective Index Score i s  mainly due t o  the 
r e l a t i o n  of each of those variables t o  hearing booms. Since more 
variables have been added t o  the system, w e  could expect that by 
cont ro l l ing  for  these  a l so ,  the  re la t ion  between nois iness  and 
the Adjective Index Score would be  reduced fur ther .  This  i s  
exact ly  what happens i n  row one of Table 6 .2 .  
The r e s t  of Table 6 . 2  i s  a complete check of a l l  p o s s i b l e  
r e l a t i o n s  among t h e  v a r i a b l e s  i n  Model 11. The procedure was 
t o  r e l a t e  v a r i a b l e s  a t  the  ends of chains ,  t o  control successively 
f o r  all other  var iables  in  the system, and t o  note what happens 
t o  t he  co r re l a t ion  coe f f i c i en t  (pa r t i a l ) .  I t  was hypothesized 
t h a t  t h e  p a r t i a l  c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t  w i l l  be considerably 
less than  the  zero-order  coefficient.  I t  was further  hypothesized 
t h a t  by adding successive controls the partial  correlation 
coe f f i c i en t  w i l l  be reduced i n  a step-wise manner. 
Table 6 . 2  shows t h a t  a t  no time does any p a r t i a l  c o r r e l a t i o n  
coe f f i c i en t  match the zero-order  coeff ic ient .  However, n o t  a l l  
of t he  pa r t i a l  coe f f i c i en t s  r eg res s  in  a step-wise manner. 
In  some ins tances ,  the  addi t ion  of the rent /house cost  var iable  
t o  the chain of con t ro l s  r a i se s  the  pa r t i a l  co r re l a t ion  s l igh t ly ;  
in  o thers  i t  lowers the value.  What appears t o  be  happening i s  
that the variable rent/house cost  has ubiquitous effects.  There 
i s  indeed an e f f e c t  on the Adjective Index Score--activit ies and 
Adjective  Index  Score--accommodation r e l a t i o n s .  But rent/house 
cos t  i s  an ind ica to r  of socioeconomic s t a t u s ,  which i s  bas ic  t o  
the understanding of behavior and a t t i t udes  in  th i s  s tudy .  
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Relations which involve  noisiness  appear  particularly  affected. 
This  influence  can  be  understood  since  the  amount of monthly 
rent  paid  or  the  house  cost  equivalent is probably  directly 
related  to  type  of  neighborhoods.  Areas which require  large 
amounts  of  rent  or  house  payment  typically  have  better  built 
structures  and  are  located  in  preferred,  quieter,  parts  of  the 
city. 
In spite  of  these  differences  Table 6.2 tends  to  confirm  our 
expectations.  There  are no outstanding  reversals;  at  the most, 
the  introduction of more  controls  simply  produces no effect. 
Implications of the  Model 
Some  inferences  from  this  final,  tentative  model (11) are  as 
follows : 
1) The  number  of  sounds in  the  neighborhood  reported  heard 
depends  upon  the  incidence  of  hearing  booms. 
2) The  disturbance  of  activities  by  hearing  booms  is 
contingent  upon  the  development of a  negative  attitude 
toward  the  boom. 
3 )  The  development  of  a  negative  attitude  toward  the  boom 
is associated with an  attitude of non-accommodation  to 
the  boom. 
4 )  Accommodation  to  the  boom,  however,  is  also  related 
directly  to  a  socioeconomic  indicator  (rent/house cost). 
An important  feature  of  this  model is the  central  role of the 
Adjective  Index  Score.  This  variable,  which  measures  a  subjective 
attitudinal  state,  is  an  intervening  variable  between  hearing 
booms  and  the  number  of  activities  disturbed by  the boom, and 
between  hearing  booms  and  accommodation  to  the  boom. 
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These  data  suggest  that  a  simple  stimulus-response  model is 
inadequate with respect to human  response to the  boom.  All 
evidence  points  to  the  development of a  negative  attitude  toward 
the boom  which  affects  further  attitudes (accommodation)  and 
behavior  (disturbance of  activities). This  attitudinal  state  is 
important  since  previous  researc,h has not indicated  its  existence, 
and  since  the  reaction  following  disturbance  of  activities  should 
be  annoyance.  According  to  this model, activities  are not 
disturbed by  the  boom  unless  a  negative  attitude has been 
developed.  Thus,  annoyance  would  depend on both  negative 
attitudes  and  disturbed  activities--and on accommodation  in  a 
peripheral  manner. 
The  fact  that  neighborhood  noisiness,  which  is  the  number of 
sounds  heard  (out of eleven)  in  the  respondent's  neighborhood, 
is  dependent  solely  on  hearing  booms  suggests  that  this  may  be a 
characteristic of the  individual.  Apparently,  hearing  the  boom 
sensitizes  individuals  to  other  sounds  in  the  neighborhood. 
Future  research  should  at  least  consider  some  of  the  implications 
of this  causal  model. A s  tentative  as  it is, it  still  departs 
widely  from  previous  conceptualizations of the  problem.  Strong 
emphasis  should  be  placed  upon  the  attitudes  developed  by  the 
individual. 
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CHAPTER V I 1  
COMPARISON W I T H  OTHER  BOOM  RESEARCH 
The  bibliography of boom  studies in the  Appendix  lists  some 13 
references.  These  have  been  studied  for  initial  guidance  and  for 
final  comparisons.  Most of these  studies  relate  to  laboratory  or 
laboratory-like  experiments. In many  cases  "forced  choice"  data 
were obtained.  The  results of these  studies  have no corresponding 
counterparts in the  TRACOR  study. 
There  are  three  studies,  however,  where  limited  comparisons can 
be  made.  Nixon  and  Borskyl have reported  the  results  of  the 
St.  Louis  study.  During  the  latter  part  of  1961  and  the  early 
part  of 1962 supersonic  flights  associated with the  SAC  training 
program  occurred  using  the B-58 bomber  airplane  to  generate 
about 40 sonic  booms  over  the  St.  Louis  area  for  a  four-month 
period. In addition  there were 13  other  flights  made  over  the 
area  at  various  times of day  and  night  during  a  six-month  period 
beginning 6 November  1962.  Four  special  flights on 3  and 6 
January  1963  produced  booms  at  higher  overpressures  than  those 
produced  by  earlier  flights.  Approximately 1,000 residents were 
interviewed  twice,  once  in  the  latter  part of 1962 and  then 
following  the  special  flights in early  1963.  Sampling  for  the 
St.  Louis  study  and  the  TRACOR  study  are  generally  similar. 
Nixon  and  Borsky  report 35 percent  of  the  sample  as  annoyed. 
There  is no description  of how annoyance was defined  and  computed 
and  because  of  this  it  is  difficult  to make comparisons. The 
IC. W. Nixon  and P. N. Borsky,  "Effects  of  Sonic  Boom on People: 
St. Louis, Missouri, 1961-1962,''  Journal of the Acoustical 
Society of America  39:S51  (May 1966). 
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TRACOR study indicates  that 42 percent  of  the  respondents  rated 
annoyance  either 3 or 4 on  a 0-4 scale,  whereas 45 percent of the 
respondents  rated  their  annoyance as either 0 or 1. The two 
studies  appear  comparable.  Nixon  also  reports  that 74 percent 
reported  they were startled,  whereas  the  TRACOR  study  reports 
that 6 5  percent of its  group  used  the  adjective  "startle"  as  a 
major  descriptor of the  boom. 
Nixon  and  Borsky in effect  postulated  the  pattern  of  response a  
STIMULUS-+INTERFERENCE-+ANNOYANCE-+REACTION~COMPLAINT. 
The  TRACOR  causal  model  shows an addition  to  the  above  pattern i
that  "negative  attitude"  occurs  between  stimulus  and  interference. 
Since  the  St.  Louis  study  did  not  measure  attitude,  there  is no
real  discrepancy  and TRACOR'S model  does not contradict  the 
Nixon-Borsky  response  pattern. 
One  final  comparison  is  that  the  St.  Louis  study  reported  only  a 
fraction  of  one  percent  of  the  sample  registered  complaints.  The 
total  number of complaints  associated  with  the B-58 flights, 
however,  was  approximately 2,500 and  the  population  exposed  was 
in excess  of 1,000,000. This  is  in  reasonable  agreement with the 
TRACOR  study  which  reports  an  average  of 1.6 complaints  per 10,000 
exposed  especially in light  of  the more concentrated  exposure of 
the  St. Louis  area. 
The Edwards  AFB  study  reported  by  Kryter  was  predominately  a 
psychological  study  as  contrasted  with  the  TRACOR  sociometric 
study;  however,  one  finding  reported  by  Kryter can be  compared 
with the TRACOR  work. He reported  that 26 percent  rated  the  boom 
environment  at  Edwards AFB as "just  acceptable"  to  "unacceptable." 
Although  the  measure of acceptability  was not used in the  TRACOR 
study,  it  could  be  postulated  that  respondents who rated  the  boom 
as 4 on a 0-4 annoyance  scale  might well feel  the  boom  was 
"unacceptable"  and  respondents who rated  the  boom  as 3 might 
consider  the  boom  as  "just  acceptable." The TRACOR  results 
showed  24  percent  rated  annoyance as 4 ,  and 18 percent  rated 
annoyance  as 3 .  The uncertainty  in  making  the  comparison  lies 
in  extrapolating  from  annoyance to acceptability.  Furthermore, 
it must  be  remembered  that  the  Edwards AFB residents must, in 
general,  have  a  positive  attitude  toward  aircraft  operations. 
This  would  tend  to  lower  the  percentage who felt  the  boom 
environment was acceptable  by  comparison  to  respondents in a 
city  such  as Los Angeles. 
The  Oklahoma  City  study on community  reactions  to  sonic  booms  by 
the  National  Opinion  Research  Center was reported  by  Borsky2 in 
1965. There were significant  differences  between  the  NORC  study 
and  the  TRACOR  study.  The  NORC  study was well publicized  and was 
to  last  for  a  limited  time. It was  widely  understood  that  this 
was an experiment  to  determine  the  effects  of  physical  damage  and 
the  impact on the  community  due  to  sonic  booms.  The  eight 
flights  per  day were on  a  precise  schedule.  Oklahoma  City 
residents were generally  favorably  disposed  toward  the  aircraft 
industry  and  especially  toward  the  FAA.  Newspaper,  radio  and TV 
coverage  was  widespread  and  continued  during  the  approximate 
six-month test  period. 
The  TRACOR  study  had none of  the  above  characteristics,  in  fact 
the  conditions were in many  respects  the  direct  opposite of the 
NORC  study. It is interesting,  however, to compare  results  where 
comparisons  are  possible. It must  be  recognized  that  the 
'"Community Reactions to Sonic  Booms in the  Oklahoma  City  Area," 
Paul N. Borsky,  National Opinion  Research Center, October 1965, 
for  the U. S. Air  Force, Wright-Patterson  Air Force Base,  Ohio. 
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questionnaires  used in the  two  studies were different,  and  these 
differences make comparisons  on  an  absolute  basis  somewhat 
questionable.  Nevertheless,  similar  or  divergent  trends  .should 
be  valid  comparisons. 
Fundamentally  there are four  major  areas of comparison,  namely 
1) disturbances of activities, 2) annoyance with the  sonic 
boom, 3) willingness to  accept  the boom, and 4 )  the  differences 
between  complainants  and  non-complainants.  Table 7.1 compares 
the  first  three  areas. It is  interesting that agreement  is  quite 
reasonable in terms of reporting  disturbances  with  activities  and 
the  levels of annoyance.  The  major  discrepancy  is  in  the  area of 
willingness  to  accept  the  boom.  The  Borsky  study  was  based  upon 
data  from  respondents  who  had  experienced  eight  booms  per  day  for 
many  weeks.  This  was  not so for the  TRACOR  study;  in  fact  it was 
almost  the  opposite,  i.e.,  the  data  were  from  respondents who had 
never  experienced  such  steady  exposures  and  were  simply  specula- 
ting whether  they  would  object  to (not  tolerate)  sonic  booms. 
Turning now to  the  comparisons of complainants  and  non-complainants. 
Borsky  reports  that: 
1) Complainers were not  chronic  gripers. 
2) Complainers  liked  their  areas  as well as  the non- 
complainer s. 
3) Complainers were equally  sensitive  to  noise  but  reported 
3-4 times  as  much  interference with activities  as  did 
non-complainants. 
4 )  Complainers were four  times  as  annoyed  as  non-complainers. 
5) Complainers were above  average in education  and  income. 
By comparison  on  a  point-by-point  basis with the  above,  the  TRACOR 
study  reports  that: 
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Table 7 . 1  
COMPARISON OF NORC OKLAHOMA CITY  STUDY 
AND  TRACOR STUDY 
Percentage  Reporting  Disturbances 
Sleep 
Rest 
Conversation 
Radio-TV 
Borsky-Urban 
14 % 
13 
10 
6 
Percentage  Reporting  Annoyance With Sonic  Boom 
Bor  sky-  Urban 
Little  or none 54 % 
More than  a  little 46  
Borsky:  Ability  to  accept  eight  booms/day:  Couldn't 
TRACOR: Do you think you would  object 
to more than  five  booms/day 
TRACOR 
19 % 
26 
1 6  
2 2  
TRACOR 
56 % 
44 
18 Yo 
Very  likely 60 
Don' t know 3 
Yes 7 5  Yo 
No 11 
Undecided 13 
7 6  
Complainants  do not differ in general  from non- 
complainants,  except  that  complainants  feel  the  booms 
have damaged  their  homes. 
Complainants  consider  important  the  same  things  in  their 
neighborhood as do  non-complainants. 
Complainants  and  non-complainants  report  alike n terms 
of hearing  neighborhood noises; however,  complainants 
report only  twice as much  interference with activities 
as non-complainants.  Considering  the  very  low  booms  per 
day  (one  per  day  or  less) in the TRACOR  study as con- 
trasted with the  regular  eight  booms  per  day  in 
Oklahoma City, this  difference (2 versus 4 )  is not 
surprising. 
The  TRACOR study  did not measure,  directly, the 
annoyance  level  of  the  complainants. However, since 
annoyance  level  is  generally  correlated with activities 
disturbed  (twice as many re non-complainants)  and  since 
complainants  felt  their  homes  had  been  damaged  in 
addition,  it  seems  conservative  to  say  that  the 
complainants  are  certainly  more  than  twice  as  annoyed 
as non-complainants. 
More  than  one-half of  the  complainants  were  in  the  high 
category  of  education  (college  level)  and  more  than 
three-fourths were in the high category  of  occupation. 
In terms  of  income,  the  distribution  for  complainants 
was 17 percent (low), 50 percent  (median)  and 33 percent 
(high) which correlates with Borsky's  statement  that 
complainants were above  average in income. 
Thus  for  the  major  items  of  comparison,  there  is  generally  good 
agreement  between  the  Oklahoma  City  study  and  the  TRACOR  study. 
The two  studies  do not disagree  except where the  test  condition 
differences  would  make  such  disagreement  something  to  be  expected. 
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APPENDIX 
It i s  only  na tura l  tha t  in  survey  work of  th i s  type  a l a rge  
amount of r a w  da ta  i s  co l lec ted .  It i s  not  poss ib le  to  know i n  
advance which responses t o  what questions w i l l  be the most 
usefu l .  
The foregoing report  i s  a d i s t i l l a t i o n  o f  a l l  of the  da ta  con- 
t a i n e d  i n  t h i s  Appendix. The r a w  da ta ,  however,  must  be reported 
as substant ive  evidence  support ing  the  report .   In   addi t ion,   the  
r a w  da ta  may a l so  prove  usefu l  in  o ther  research .  Only the  t ab le s  
are presented except  in  the case of  the news media study. A 
deta i led  verba l  descr ip t ion  i s  presented along with addi t ional  
r a w  da ta .  
For any spec i f ic  tab le ,  the  ac tua l  ques t ion  or  ques t ions  used  
may be found i n  Form B f o r  a l l  T i m e  I s tud ie s  and i n  Form C f o r  
a l l  T i m e  I1 s tudies .  Data containing  the  answers  to  every 
ques t ion  in  the  two quest ionnaires  are not  tabula ted ;  however, 
computer p r i n t o u t s  f o r  t h e q i s s i n g  q u e s t i o n s  are a v a i l a b l e  a t  
TRACOR. 
F ina l ly ,  a detailed verbal description of the sampling plan i s  
presented  s ince  th i s  i s  a key f ac to r  i n  in t e rp re t ing  and under- 
standing sociological survey work. 
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B l o c k  N u m b e r  
TIME  RECORD: 
D a t e  - - 
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(Month) 
1011 
1617 
i5 
"- B e g a n  Interview: 
F in ished  Interview: 
T e l e p h o n e   N u m b e r :  2 4 2 5 2 6 2 7  
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R e s p o n d e n t ' s   N a m e :   ( U S E   2 4 - H O U R  CLOCK) 
ASK  AT END OF  INTERVIEW. 
CODE 1 I F  NAME IS  MENTIONED, 0 IF  NAME I S  NOT  MENTIONED. - 
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NOTE TO INTERVIEWER: YOUR INSTRUCTIONS ARE I N   C A P I T A L   E T T E R S .  
DO NOT READ THESE  INSTRUCTIONS  TO  RESPONDENT. 
INTRODUCTION  GUIDE: 
1) INTRODUCE  SELF. 
2)  I N D I C A T E   S U B J E C T  AND PURPOSE  OF  STUDY--FOR  EXAMPLE, I a m  a 
research i n t e r v i e w e r  w o r k i n g  on a s tudy of c o m m u n i t y  and 
conduct a public opin ion  survey t o  f i n d  out  about people ' s  
opinions of t h e  neighborhoods i n  w h i c h  they l ive.  The results. 
of t h i s  survey w i l l  be used t o  he lp  plan f o r  future c o m m u n i t y  
i m p r o v e m e n t s .   A n y  ideas you w i s h  t o  give us w i l l  be kept  
conf iden t i a l .  
- neighborhood p r o b l e m s  here i n  ( C I T Y ) .  My job  is t o  he lp  
3) SHOW CREDENTIALS I F  NECESSARY. 
4)  INDICATE  THAT  INTERVIEW WILL TAKE  ABOUT  HALF  AN  HOUR. 
5) INTERVIEW MAN OF  HOUSE I F  POSSIBLE-- IF   NOT--INTERVIEW ANY 
ADULT ( >  18) MEMBER OF HOUSEHOLD. 
IF  NECESSARY  TO MAKE CALL-BACK,  ASK  FOR  APPOINTMENT AND NOTE  DATE 
AND TIME  OF  APPOINTMENT ON YOUR BLOCK A S S I G W i N T   S H E E T .  
1 
Deck A (33-47) 
No Response=Y 
DO NOT  READ  ALTERNATIVE  RESPONSES TO R. UNLESS  INDICATED. 
CODE  ANSWERS IN CODE  BLANKS  PROVIDED  AT RIGHT. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
What is this  neighborhood  called? 
l..........R. GIVES  SPECIFIC  NAME 
2..........R . GIVES  GEOGRAPHIC  DESIGNATION 
what  would you  say  are  the  boundaries  of  (ABOVE 
NAMED  NEIGHBORHOOD)--such  as streets,  geographic 
features, or other  neighborhoods? 
l....... ... ONE  BOUNDARY 
2..........TWO BOUNDARIES 
3.... ...... THREE  BOUNDARIES 
4.... ...... FOUR  OR  MORE  BOUNDARIES 
33 - 
34 - 
What  would  you  say  are  the  dimensions f (ABOVE 
NAMED  NEIGHBORHOOD)?  How  many blocks long  and 
how  many blocks wide? 
IF  ANSWER IS OVER 2 DIGIT  NUMBER,  CODE 99 IN 
APPROPRIATE  BLANKS.  BLOCKS  LONG C” - 
BLOCKS  WIDE 
FOR  QUESTIONS 4 AND 5 ,  RECORD  NUMBER OF YEARS 
AND  MONTHS. 
How  long  have you lived  in  (CITY)? 
YEARS c 39 - 40 - 
How  long  have you lived  in  (NAMED  NEIGHBORHOOD)? 
YEARS 
43 - 
44 - 
6. How  many  times  have you moved  within  the last 
ten  years: 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
r 
MONTHS 
45 - 
46 - 
47 - 
2 
Deck B (5-20) 
N o  Response=Y 
7a. Now at the  present  time,  what are  some of the 
things you like and don't  like  about  living  in 
this  neighborhood--things  that you feel  are ad- 
vantages  and  make  this  a  good  place  to live, and 
disadvantages--things  that you feel  are  unplea- 
sant? 
What  are  the  advantages? 
RECORD Is t 4 ITEMS  R.  MENTIONS.  PROBE TO G E T  
AT  LEAST 4. WHEN EDITING,   RECORD NUMBER FROM 
CARD 1 I N T O  COLUMN A. 
A B 
W R I T E   I N  ADVANTAGES 
5 
1 2  8 
11 7 
10 6 
9 
Now, what  are  the  disadvantages? 
RECORD 1st 4 ITEMS MENTIONED.  PROBE  TO  GET 
4 ITEMS. WHEN EDITING,  RECORD NUMBER FROM 
CARD 1 I N T O  COLUMN A. 
A B 
WRITE I N  DISADVANTAGES 
13 17 
OFFICE  CODING 
15 
20 16 
19 
w O F F I C E   C O D I N  
3 
CARD 1 
LIST OF NEIGHBORHOOD  ATTRIBUTES 
01. 
02. 
03. 
04. 
05. 
06. 
07. 
08. 
09. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13 .  
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
Economic  advantages--inexpensive  housing 
Convenience  of  location 
Good quality  of  community  facilities--schools,  shopping 
Quiet  area 
Little  traffic 
Safe  for  children 
Spacious  yards;  privacy 
Good  neighbors 
Well-kept  homes and yards; nice  appearance 
Safe to walk in neighborhood at night 
Near  schools 
Near  parks  and  playgrounds 
Near  public  transportation 
Near  expressway  or  foot  traffic  routes 
Preference  for  certain  house--"I  like  my house'' 
G o o d  zoning  for  residential  area 
G o o d  local government 
facing 4 
Deck A (48-73) 
N o  RespDnse=Y 
INTRODUCE  CARD 1. LET R. HOLD  CARD 1. 
Now h e r e  is a l i s t  o f  t h i n g s  t h a t  some people  cons ider  
i m p o r t a n t   i n  a r e s i d e n t i a l  area. Please look over   the  
items on t h i s  card. 
8a. Which o f   t hese  items were f ac to r s   wh ich  (1) 
i n f luenced  your  se l ec t ion  o f  (NAMED  NEIGH- 
BORHOOD) as  a p l a c e  t o  l i v e  when you moved 
he re?  ( 3 )  
CODE  FOR  EACH  ITEM MENTIONED OR NOT  MENTIONED. ( 4 )  
CODE 1 I F  MENTIONED: 0 I F  NOT  MENTIONED. 
( 2 )  
( 5 )  
T o t a l  number mentioned:. 
8.b ASK  RESPONDENT  O RANK 3 Q U A L I T I E S   I N  ORDER 
OF  IMPORTANCE  WITH  MOST  IMPORTANT  RANKED 1st. 
CODE ITEM NUMBER FROM QUALITY LIST. 
4 
Deck c (5-40) 
NO Response=Y 
9. Now, looking a t  Card 1 a g a i n ,   I ' d  
l i k e  you t o  t e l l  m e  how you  would 
ra te  th i s  ne ighborhood on  each  
q u a l i t y .  U s e  th is   Opinion  Ther-  
mometer f o r  y o u r  r a t i n g  s c a l e .  
HAND R. O P I N I O N  THERMOMETER. 
On t h i s  s c a l e  " z e r o "  i s  the   wors t  
o r  l o w e s t  p o s s i b l e  r a t i n g  you 
could  give  the  neighborhood;  and 
" f o u r "  i s  the  best o r  h i g h e s t  
r a t i n g .  use t h e   q u a l i t y   o r  "how 
good"  scale   f rom  s ide 11. 
READ EACH QUALITY FROM CARD 1 AND 
WRITE I N  THE RATING FOR EACH. 
10. If you were t o   s t a r t   l o o k i n g  tomorrow 
for   another   neighborhood t o  l i v e  i n ,  
wh ich  o f  t hese  qua l i t i e s  would i n f l u e n c e  
you most i n  your choice of neighborhood? 
WRITE I N  EITHER 1 (YES--WOULD  INFLUENCE) 
OR 0 (NO--WOULD NOT INFLUENCE). 
5 
( 1 1 0 1 2 3 4  5 
( 2 1 0 1 2 3 4  6 
( 3 1 0 1 2 3 4  7 
( 4 1 0 1 2 3 4  8 
( 5 1 0 1 2 3 4  9 
( 6 )  0 1 2 3 4 10 
( 7 )  0 1 2 3 4 11 
( 8 )  0 1 2 3 4 1 2  
( 9 )  0 1 2 3 4 13 
(10) 0 1 2 3 4 1 4  
(11) 0 1 2 3 4 15  
( 1 2 )  0 1 2 3 4 16  
( 1 3 )  0 1 2 3 4 17 
( 1 4 )  0 1 2 3 4 18 
( 1 5 )  0 1 2 3 4 19 
( 1 6 )  0 1 2 3 4 20 
( 1 7 )  0 1 2 3 4 21  
BLANK 0 1 2  3 4 22 
Deck D (5-61) 
No Response=Y 
Not  Applicable=Z 
Ila. Consider  each  of the qualities  listed on Card 1. 
Tell  me  if  it  has  undergone  a  major  change  (either 
for  better  or  for  worse)  since  you  have  lived 
here, and  about  how  long  ago  it  underwent  the 
change. 
1.. .... Better 
2. ..... .Worse 
3.. .No Change 
YEARS  AGO CODE** 
l..up to 2  weeks 
2. .2-4 weeks 
3..1-2 months 
4. .2-6  months 
5..6 months-1  yr. 
6..1-2 years 
7.. 2-4 years 
8..4-6 years 
9..6 years  or  more 
b. Would you  say  that  the  value  of  land  in  this  neighbor- 
hood has  gone  up  or  down  in  the  last  5  or 10 years? 
ASK  FOR  EACH  TYPE OF LAND USE BELOW: 
1.. ....... .up 
2. ......... Down 
3..........No Change 
Residential.......59 
Commercial........60 
Industrial ........ 61 
6 
CARD 2 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7 .  
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
ECONOMIC  DISADVANTAGES--EXPENSIVE  HOUSING 
POOR  LOCATION 
INADEQUATE  COMMUNITY  FACILITIES--POOR  SCHOOLS,  SHOPPING 
N O I S E  
DANGEROUS T R A F F I C   C O N D I T I O N S  
DANGEROUS  FOR  CHILDREN 
OVERCROWDED,  NOT  ENOUGH PRIVACY 
POOR NEIGHBORS 
RUN-DOWN NEIGHBORHOOD 
UNSAFE  TO WALK NEIGHBORHOOD  AT  NIGHT 
INCONVENIENT  TO  SCHOOLS 
INCONVENIENT  TO  PARKS AND  PLAYGROUNDS 
INCONVENIENT TO PUBLIC  TRANSPORTATION 
INCONVENIENT  TO  EXPRESSWAY AND/OR FOOT  PATHS 
DISLIKE  PARTICULAR  HOUSE 
ZONING  PROBLEMS,  MIXED  RESIDENCE-BUSINESS 
POOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 
S O N I C  BOOMS 
facing 7 
Don't Know = 
No Response = Y 
Deck D (62-67) 
12 .  HAND R. CARD 2. Here i s  a l i s t  of  annoying  neighborhood 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Now of a l l  the   th ings   you   don ' t  like -- 
th ings  you  may f e e l  a re  n u i s a n c e s ,  i r r i t a t i o n s ,  d i s t u r -  
bances,  or  annoying condi t ions,  which one thing do  you 
d i s l i k e   t h e   m o s t ?   S e l e c t   o n e   f r o m   t h i s   c a r d .  
CODE THE NUMBER FROM CARD 2 DIRECTLY I N T O  
BLANK 
13. Using  the  Opinion  Thermometer, t e l l  m e  how o f t e n  you 
d i s c u s s  a n y  o r  a l l  o f  t he  cond i t ions  l i s t ed  on Card 2 
that  might  be considered problems a t  home with your  
own family? 
Use the frequency or  "how o f t e n "  scale from s i d e  I. 
CODE: 0 1 2 3 4 X Y DIRECTLY I N T O  BLANK 64- 
14. Again,   us ing  the same scale,  t e l l  m e  how o f t e n  you 
hea r  t he  items l i s t e d  on Card 2 d i scussed  when you v i s i t  
w i t h  f r i e n d s ,  r e l a t i v e s  o r  n e i g h b o r s .  
CODE: 0 1 2 3 4 X Y DIRECTLY I N T O  BLANK 65- 
15. How o f t e n  do  you h e a r  t h e s e  c o n d i t i o n s  l i s t e d  on  Card 2 
d i scussed  when you a re  o u t  i n  t h e  c i t y  -- 
shopping or  a t  lunch, for example? 
CODE: 0 1 2 3 4 X Y DIRECTLY INTO BLANK 66- 
16. Who a r e  t h e  most a c t i v e  a n d  i n f l u e n t i a l  p e r s o n s  i n  t h i s  
neighborhood who cou ld  be  tu rned  to  fo r  he lp  in  improv ing  
neighborhood condi t ions? 
WRITE THE NAMES AND POSITIONS I N  TABLE BELOW: 
' NAME POSITION/OCCUPATION 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4 .  
5. " - ~~ ~ ~ 
- .""-
" 
CODE TOTAL NUMBER OF NAMES GIVEN.  DO NOT CODE OVER 5. 
7 
" 
Don't Know = X 
No Response = 
17. Who are the  most  active a n d  i n f l u e n t i a l  p e r s o n s  i n  
y o u r  c i t y  who cou ld  be  tu rned  to  fo r  he lp  in  improv ing  
c o n d i t i o n s  i n  t h i s  c i t y ?  
WRITE THE NAMES AND POSITIONS I N  TABLE BELOW: 
NAME POSITION/OCCUPATION , r I 
Deck D (68-72 ) 
CODE THE TOTAL NUMBER OF  NAMES G I V E N .  DO NOT 
CODE OVER 5. 68 
18. About how many f a m i l i e s  i n  t h i s  n e i g h b o r h o o d  do you 
know w e l l  enough t o  c a l l  on and v i s i t  w i t h i n  t h e i r  homes? 
CODE NUMBER OF FAMILIES: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 /9 X Y 
USE O P I N I O N  THERMOMETER FOR  QUESTIONS 19-24 
19.  Using  the  Opinion  Thermometer  again  to ra te  how o f t e n ,  
p l e a s e  t e l l  m e  how o f t e n  re la t ives  o r  i n - l aws  d rop  in  
t o  v i s i t  you. Use the  f requency o r  "how o f t e n "  scale 
on s i d e  1. 
CODE FREQUENCY RATE: 0 1 2 3 4 X Y 
20. How o f t e n  do  you  drop i n  on re la t ives  or  in - laws?  
CODE FREQUENCY RATE: 0 1 2 3 4 X Y 
21. How o f t e n  do   ne ighbors   o r   f r i ends   l i v ing   i n   t he   ne igh -  
CODE FREQUENCY RATE: 0 1 2 3 4 X Y 
b o r h o o d ¶  o t h e r  t h a n  r e l a t i v e s ,  d r o p  i n  t o  v i s i t  you? 
69 
70 
71 
72 
8 
Don't Know = X 
No Response = 
Deck E ( 5 - 3 0 )  
22. How o f t e n  do  you  drop  in on your  neighbors  or  f r iends 
l i v i n g  i n  t h e  n e i g h b o r h o o d  f o r  a v i s i t ?  
CODE  FREQUENCY  RATE: 0 1 2 3 4 X Y 7 3-
23. How o f t e n  do  you g e t  v i s i t s  from f r i e n d s  who l i v e  
ou t s ide  th i s  ne ighborhood?  
CODE  FREQUENCY  RATE: 0 1 2 3 4 X ' Y  74- 
24. How o f t e n  do  you d r o p  i n  on f r i e n d s  who l i v e  o u t s i d e  
th i s  ne ighborhood?  
CODE  FREQUENCY  RATE: 0 1 2 3 4 X Y . 75- 
25. How many hours  per  week a r e  you  out of this  neighborhood? 
CODE NUMBER OF HOURS: 0 1 2  3 4 5 6 7 8 2 9  X Y 76- 
9 
Don't Know = 
No  Response = Y 
Deck D ( 7 3 - 7 6 )  
26. Now I will read  a  list  of  sounds  and  sources  of  sounds. 
For  each  one,  please  tell  me  whether  it  is  a  sound you 
hear  in  this  neighborhood;  and  if SO, how much the  sound 
annoys you, and  how  often you find  it  annoying.  Use  the 
Opinion  Thermometer  to  rate  your  feeling  of  annoyance  and 
to rate  how  often you feel annoyed. 
FOR EACH ITEM IN  THE  FOLLOWING  LIST,  ASK: 
Do you hear ? 
IF NOT  HEARD,  CODE 2 IN  BOTH  BLANKS  (How  much & How  often) 
IF HEARD,  ASK  "How  much t e  sound annoys  you" and 
"How  of  ten  the  sound  annoys  you". 
CODE 0 1 2 3 4 X Y IN THE APPROPRIATE BLANK. 
(1) Automobiles  and/or----How  much? 5 
How  often? 6 trucks 
( 2 )  Aircraft  operations---How  much? 7 
How  often? 8 
( 3 )  Neighborhood---------- How much? 9 
How often? 10 Children 
( 4 )  Dogs,  other  pets------How  much? 11 
How often? 12 
(5) People----------------How much? 13- 
How often? 14 
(6) Motorcycles or--------How much? 15 
How  often? 16 Hot.  rods 
( 7 )  Trains----------------How much? 17- 
19- 
21- 
How  often? 18 
( 8 )  Sirens----------------How much? 
How  often? 20 
(9) Construction----------How much? 
How  often? 22 
(11) Sonic  Booms-----------How  much? 25- 
How often? 26 
( 1 2 )  Other,  Specify - 
How much? 27 
How often? 28 
How much? 29 
How often? 30 
(13) Other, 
Specify 
10 
Deck E (31-54) 
No Response=Y 
27. Everything  considered,  which  one of these  sounds  have 
you found most annoying in  th i s  ne ighborhood?  31 - 
32 _I_ CODE NUMBER FROM  QUESTION 26. (1 - 1 3 )  
28. Now w e  need to  know to what extent and how of  ten  you a r e  
d is turbed  by  (MOST ANNOYING NOISE FROM QUESTION 27) no i se  
i n  y o u r  d a i l y  a c t i v i t i e s  h e r e  i n  your  neighborhood. As I 
ment ion  each  ac t iv i ty ,  p lease  t e l l  me  how much and how 
o f t e n  you are bothered, using the Opinion Thermometer to 
select t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  r a t e s .  
(1) R e l a x i n g  o r  r e s t i n g  i n s i d e  .....,., How much? 33 
How of t en?  34 
( 2 )  Relaxing outside....,...........,.How much? 35 
How of t en?  36 
( 3 )  Sleeping .......................... How much? 37 
How of ten?  38  
(4)  Conversat ion. .  .................... How much? 39 
How o f t e n ?  40 
(5)  Telephone ......................... How much? 41 
How o f t e n ?  62 
( 6 )  .L i s t en ing  to  r eco rds  or tapes. .  . . .How much? 43 
How o f t e n ?  44 
( 7 )  TV or  radio recept ion. . . . . . . .  ..... How much? 45 
How o f t e n ?  46 
(8) Reading or concentration..........How much? 47 
How of ten?  48  
(9) Eating.... ........................ How much? 49 
How o f t e n ?  50 
- 
29. Does t h i s  n o i s e  d i s t u r b  a n y  o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s  i n s i d e  
o r  ou t s ide  the  house :  and if  so what a c t i v i t i e s ?  
A c t i v i t y  How much? 51 
How o f t e n ?  52  
A c t i v i t y  How much? 53 
How o f t e n ?  54 
11 
Deck F (5-23) 
No Response=Y 
30a. What t imes of the  day  do  you  par t icu lar ly  not ice  
t h i s  n o i s e ?  
CODE 1 I F  ANNOYED AND 0 I F  NOT ANNOYED I N  
APPROPRIATE TIME SPACES. 
Morning f (6-9) 5 - (9-12) 6 
Afternoon (12-3) 7 
(3-6) 8 
Evening c (6-9) 9 (9-12)  10 
Night (12-3) 11 - 
(3-6) 1 2  - 
b. What days  of  the week do you p a r t i c u l a r l y  Monday. ... 13 
Tuesday.. .14 
Wednesday.15 
Thursday.  -16 - 
Friday.  ... 17 
Saturday..  18 
Sunday .... 19 
n o t i c e  t h i s  n o i s e ?  
CODE 1 FOR YES; 0 FOR NO I N  APPROPRIATE 
DAYS OF TKE WEEK SPACES. 
31. I n  your own opinion,  how much are  your  ne ighbors  
bothered by no i se  (R. MENTIONED I N  QUESTION 2713 
U s e  Opinion Thermometer. 
CODE RESPONSE  FROM 0. T. : 0 1 2 3 4 X Y 
32. Using  the  Opinion  Thermometer, t e l l  how o f t e n  
you d i s c u s s  t h i s  n o i s e  s i t u a t i o n  a t  home wi th  
your family. 
CODE FREQUENCY  RATES: 0 1 2 3 4 X Y 
33. U s e  the  Opinion  Thermometer  to measure e 
o f t e n  you h e a r  t h i s  n o i s e  s i t u a t i o n  d i s c u s s e d  
when you v i s i t  w i t h  f r i e n d s ,  r e l a t i v e s  o r  
neighbors  . 
CODE FREQUENCY RATE: 0 1 2 3 4 X Y 
34. HOW o f t e n  do  you h e a r  t h i s  n o i s e  s i t u a t i o n  d i s c u s s e d  
when you a re  ou t  i n  the  c i ty - - shopp ing  o r  a t  l u n c h ,  
f o r  example? 
CODE FREQUENCY RATE: 0 1 2 3 4 X Y 
1 2  
D e c k  F (24-28) 
NO R e s p o n s e = Y  
35a. H a v e  your neighbors ever f e l t  l i ke  doing something to t r y  
to  improve the noise s i t u a t i o n ?  
CODE: 0.. . . .NO 
1.. . . .YES 
b, IF  YES, ASK: 
W h a t  d i d  they do? 
RECORD FIRST  THREE  MENTIONS:  
I]( 1 ) NOTHING 
+ 2 )  BROUGHT ISSUE UP  FOR  GROUP  DISCUSSION 
( 3 )  TELEPHONED  SOMEONE I N  AUTHORITY 
(4)  WROTE TO SOMEONE I N  AUTHORITY 
- ( 5 )  DREW UP AND S I G N E D   P E T I T I O N  
(6)  ORGANIZED  ACTION  GROUP 
(7 )  F I L E D   S U I T  
"(8) OTHER,   SPECIFY BELOW 
W h e n  d i d  .they do (ACTION  MENTIONED)? 
(1) u p  to  2 weeks 
( 2 )  2-4 weeks 
(3 )  1-2 months 
( 4 )  2-6 months 
( 5 )  6 months - 1 year 
( 6 )  1-2 years 
(7) 2-4 years 
( 8 )  4-6 years 
(9) 6 years o r  more I 
T O   T O  35f. ON THE  NEXT  PAGE 
CONTINUE  WITH 35 ON THE  NEXT  PAGE 
13 
D e c k  F (29-31) 
N o   R e s p o n s e = Y  
d. To whom was (ACTION  MENTIONED) directed? 
WRITE I N  ANSWER  BELOW E I T H E R  1 ( R E S P O N S E ) ,  
X, Y, OR Z I N   A P P R O P R I A T E   S P A C E .  
e. . W h a t  happened? 
WRITE I N  ANSWER ABOVE E I T H E R  1 ( R E S P O N S E ) ,  
X, Y, OR Z I N   A P P R O P R I A T E   S P A C E .  
f .  IF NEIGHBORS  TOOK NO ACTION,  ASK: 
Why is that? That is, how is  i t  tha t  they have 
f e l t  l ike doing something b u t  have not?  
WRITE I N  ANSWER  BELOW CODE  EITHER 1 ( R E S P O N S E ) ,  
X, Y, OR Z. 
29 - 
DECK B 1 
1 C o d i n q  I 
31 
DECK B 
O f f  ice 
Codina 
14 
SOCIAL  ORGANIZATIONS 
(FOR  PROBING  AND  CODING  ONLY) 
CATEGORY  NUMBER 
O.............No organizations 
l.............lodges and  Men's  Clubs (Elks, Moose,  Masons,  Knights 
2.............Church groups  other  than  church  itself (Wscs, clubs, 
3.............Sports and  athletic  clubs 
$.............Social groups  (hold  regular  dances,  card  parties,  etc.) 
of  Columbus,  etc.) 
etc. ) 
ISSUE  INTEREST  ORGANIZATIONS 
5.............Parent-Teacher Association 
G.............Political groups 
7........ ..... Farm  organizations 
ll.... ......... Labor  unions 
12.............General business  or  professional  associations  (groups 
which  speak  for  businessmen  and  professional  men of 
many  kinds,  such  as the  Chamber of Commerce) 
which  involve  specific  retail  and  occupational  groups, 
as  Retail  Hardware  Dealers  Association,  American  Medical 
Association,  etc. )
13 ............. "Special"  business  or  professional  associations  (groups 
EITHER  SOCIAL  OR  ISSUE  INTEREST  ORGANIZATIONS 
14 ............. Neighborhood  groups 
15.............Any others  (nationality  groups,  hobby and  interest 
organizations, etc.) 
OTHER  ORGANIZATIONS 
16.............Veterans organizations  (VFW,  American  Legions,  Amvets) 
17..... ........ Church' 
20.............Local Government 
NUMBER  OF SOCIAL  ORGANIZATIONS 
Include  Neiqhborhood  Groups  and  "Other  Orqanizations"  which  are  seen 
by  their  names  to  be  primarily  interested  in  social,  fraternal,  or 
recreational  activities,  or  which  respondent  specifically  mentions 
as  a  place  to  meet  friends,  or  which  have an  ulterior  social  motive. 
NUMBER OF ISSUE  INTEREST  ORGANIZATIONS 
Include  Neighborhood  Groups  and  "Other  Orqanizations"  which  seem 
from  their  names  to  be  primarily  interested  in  the  achievement  of 
some political.  economic,  or  social  betterment goal. 
Facing  page 15 
No Response = 
Deck G (5- 34) 
36. Now would  you p l ease  t e l l  m e  what  kinds of  c lubs or  
o r g a n i z a t i o n s  y o u  w o r k  w i t h  o r  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  -- such 
t h i n g s  as e d u c a t i o n a l ,  r e c r e a t i o n a l ,  p o l i t i c a l ,  s o c i a l ,  
bus iness ,  o r  church .  
(USE  FACING PAGE TO CODE CATEGORY NUMBERS AND TO USE  AS 
a) What are the  names  of t hese  o rgan iza t ions?  
A PROBE GUIDE.) 
WRITE NAMES I N  COLUMN A BELOW 
b )  How o f t e n  do you a t tend  meet ings?  
l....Almost always 
2....Sometimes 
3....Seldom 
4....Almost Never 
RECORD I N  COLUMN C 
c)  Do you  have a g r e a t  d e a l  of i n t e r e s t ,  some i n t e r e s t ,  
o r  on ly  a l ittle i n t e r e s t  i n  t h i s  o r g a n i z a t i o n ?  
1.. . .Great deal 
2.. ..Some 
3. . . .Lit t le RECORD I N  COLUMN D 
d )  Were you e v e r  a n  o f f i c e r  o r  o n  a committee i n  t h i s  
o rgan iza t ion?  
l . . . .Off icer  
2.. . .On Committee RECORD I N  COLUMN E 
3.. . .No 73 
e )  Which  of t hese  o rgan iza t ions  are or  have  been  in te res ted  
i n  a n o i s e  i s s u e  i n  t h i s  c i t y ?  
l . . . . I f  has  been  in te res ted  
O....If n o t  i n t e r e s t e d  RECORD I N  COLUMN F 3 
A F E D C- B 
NAME NOISE  OFF-  INTEREST ATTENDANCE CATEGORY 
NUMBER ICES 
1. 
34 33  32 31 2.9 30 5 .. 
28 27 26 25 23  24 4. 
22 21 20 19 17 18 3. 
16 15 14 - 13 1 1  12  2. 
10 9 8 7 5 6  
"- 
15 
Deck B 
F o r  o f f i c e  
Coding only 
THE FOLLOWING IS TO BE FILLED I N  AFTER THE INTERVIEW HAS BEEN 
COMPLETED : 
TOTAL NUMBER OF ORGANIZATIONS MENTIONED--- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - 24 - 
NUMBER OF SOCIAL  ORGANIZATIONS (Ca tegor i e s  1 through 4)" 25 - 
INVOLVEMENT SCORES:  To f igure  involvement  scores ,  add  
absolute  numbers  recorded in  columns 
C ,  D ,  and E 
INVOLVEMENT SCORE FOR ALL ORGANIZATIONS 
(Sum of the  above 2 involvement  scores)------------------ 29 - 
SOCIAL  PARTICIPATION INDEX SCORE 
(Sum of t o t a l  i n v o l v e m e n t  s c o r e  f o r  a l l  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  
plus t h e  sum of f requency  scores  f rom ques t ions  2 2 , 2 3 ,  
2 4  -- Columns 73,74,75 on Deck D. Add only i f  t h e  
number recorded i s  0, 1, 2, 3 ,  o r  4 . ) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  31 - 
32 - 
16 
I Don't Know = Xy 1 
No Response = 
Not Applicable = 
Deck G (35-41) 
37. Are there any other groups or organizations around here 
that have taken an i n t e r e s t  i n  a noise  issue? 
,-,;::::::Es 
I Y 
I T F  YES, ASK: 
What are the names of these organizations? 
35 
17 
Deck G (42-74) 
No Response=Y 
38a. Which of t h e s e   h a v e   t r i e d   t o   d o   s o m e t h i n g   t o   s o l v e  
the problem? 
b. I F  ANY ARE  MENTIONED,  ASK: 
What d id  they  do?  
CODE NUMBER FROM  BELOW COLUMN B, RECORD NO  MORE THAN 
THREE NUMBERS . 7 
(1) NOTHING 
( 2 )  D I S C U S S I O N   I N   M E E T I N G S  
( 3 )  TELEPHONED  AUTHORITY 
( 4 )  WROTE  OR WIRED  AUTHORITY 
( 5 )  DREW U P   P E T I T I O N  
( 6 )  ORGANIZED  ACTION  GROUP 
( 7 )  O T H E R ,   S P E C I F Y  BELOW J 
c. I F  TOOK ANY ACTION,  ASK: 
I 
When d id   t hey  do (ACTION  MENTIONED)?   (WRITE I N  ANSWER 
I N  COLUMN C. ) 
DECK B 
33 - 
I Coding O f f i c e  
d. To whom was t h e   a c t i o n   d i r e c t e d ?  
 
W R I T E   I N  COLUMN D. 
e. What happened:  what were t h e   r e s u l t s ?  
W R I T E   I N  COLUMN E. 
18 
I I 
39. To wha t  ex ten t  do  you  th ink  a i r c ra f t  ope ra t ions  are 
a source of annoyance i n  your  c i ty?  Rate t h e  e x t e n t  
of this annoyance from the Opinion Thermometer.  
Deck H (5-10) 
CODE  GREE OF ANNOYANCE: 0 1 2 3 4 X Y 
40. How o f t e n  do  you see o r  h e a r  p l a n e s  f l y  by he re?  
I 
CODE  FREQUENCY  RATE: 0 1 2 3 4 X Y 
I F  RESPONDENT  SEES OR HEARS  PLANES, ASK: 
When you see or  hear  p lanes  overhead ,  how o f t e n  
do  you f e e l  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  f l y i n g  t o o  low f o r  t h e  
s a f e t y  o f  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  of the area? 
CODE FREQUENCY  RATE: 0 1 2 3 4 X Y 2 
I F  RESPONDENT  SEES OR HEARS PLANES,  ASK: 
When you see or  hear  p lanes  overhead ,  how o f t e n  
do  you f e e l  t h e r e  i s  some danger  that  they might  
crash nearby? 
CODE FREQUENCY  RATE: 0 1 2 3 4 X Y Z 
41a .   I f   t h i s   a r ea   r ece ived  twice a s  much n o i s e  from j e t  
a i r c r a f t  o p e r a t i o n s ,  d o  you th ink  you could learn 
t o  l i v e  w i t h  i t?  
O.... . . . . . .No 
X 
l..........Yes 
Y 
b. I f  t h i s  a r e a  r e c e i v e d  f o u r  times a s  much n o i s e  from 
j e t  a i r c r a f t  o p e r a t i o n s ,  do  you t h i n k  you could learn 
t o  l i v e  w i t h  i t? 
O.. . . . . . . . .No 
X 
l..........Yes 
Y 
5- 
7 -  
9 -  
19 
Deck H (11-16) 
NO Response=Y 
42. Who would you  say  controls  the  flight  operations  at 
the (NAME OF  AIRPORT)? 
CODE UP TO 2 MENTIONS 
l..... ..... City  Agency 
2..........State Agency 
3..........Federal Agency 
4..........Airlines 
5..........Independent or  private  authority 
6..........Other, Specify  below 
43. How  much  would  you  say  that  aircraft  operations 
have  increased  in  this  neighborhood  in  the  last 
five  years?  S'elect a rate  from  the "how  much" 
scale  on  the  Opinion  Thermometer. 
CODE DEGREE OF INCREASE: 0 1 2 3 4 X Y 
ASK  THE  FOLLOWING  OF &L RESPONDENTS 
44a. How  often  would  you  say  planes  startle  you  when  they 
fly  over? 
CODE FREQUENCY RATE: 0 1 2 3 4 X Y 
b. IF  PLANES  STARTLE,  ASK: 
When  planes  startle,  please tell  me  how  much you feel 
annoyed, using  the  scale on the  Opinion  Thermometer. 
CODE  FREQUENCY RATE: 0 1 2 3 4 X Y 
45. HOW often  do  planes  make  the  house  (building)  vibrate 
or  make  the  windows  rattle? 
CODE FREQUENCY RATE: 0 1 2 3 4 X Y 
20 
I 
D e c k  H   ( 1 7 - 2 7 )  
No R e s p o n s e = Y  
46a. How o f t e n  do you notice s m o k e ,   f u m e s ,  o i l  d ropout ,  
o r  landing l i g h t s  from overflying planes? 
CODE  FREQUENCY  RATE  FOR: (1) Smoke 0 1 2 3 4 x Y 17  
( 2 )  F u m e s  0 1 2 3 4 X Y 18 
( 3 )  o i l  0 1 2 3 4 X Y 19 
( 4 )  Lights  0 1 2 3 4 X Y 2 0  
b- I F  N O T I C E S  ANY ITEMS  ABOVE,  ASK: 
"H o w   m u c h  does (EACH  ITEM) annoy YOU? 
CODE  DEGREE  OF  ANNOYANCE  FOR: (1) S m o k e  0 1 2 3 4 x y 2 1  
( 2 )   F u m e s  0 1 2 3 4 x Y 2 2  
( 3 )  O i l  0 1 2 3 4 x Y 2 3  
( 4 )  Lights 0 1 2 3 4 x Y 2 4  
47. Were you a w a r e  of the e f fec ts  of a i r c r a f t  operat ions 
i n  this neighborhood before c o m i n g  here? 
CODE  EITHER: 0.. .. .NO 
1.. .. .YES 
48. How o f t e n  do you hear l o u d  explos ive  sounds around here? 
CODE  FREQUENCY  RATE: 0 1 2 3 4 X Y 2 6  - 
I F  SOUNDS  ARE  HEARD,  ASK: 
What k inds  of sounds are  these? 
CODE: l..........Traffic 
2..........Sonic B o o m s  
3 . . .  ....... Explosions 
4..........Thunder 
5.. ........ O t h e r ,  Specify b e l o w  
21 
Deck H (28-31) 
No Response=Y 
49. 
50. 
51. 
52. 
Have you heard  or  read  anything  about  sonic  booms? 
CODE: 0.. .. ..No 
X 
l......Yes 
Y 
IF YES, ASK WHAT? 
WRITE  RESPONSE  VERBATIM BUT DO NOT  CODE ~ 
~~~ 
What  causes  sonic  booms? 
28 - 
l..........Correct 
2..........Partially Correct ........................... 
3..........Incorrect 
29 - 
What  does  the  term "SST" mean? 
l..........Correct 
2.. ........ Partially  Correct ........................... 
3 . . . . . . .  Incorrect 
3 0  - ... 
What  does  the  term "mach one" mean? 
l..........Correct 
2..........Partially Correct ........................... 31 
3....... ... Incorrect 
22 
Deck H (32-33) 
No Response =Y 
53. How do  you  think  you  might feel  i f  t h e r e  were s o n i c  
booms around here? 
- ." 
WRITE IN RESPONSE-VERBATIM BUT DO NOT CODE 
54. Have you heard  or   read  anything  about   Supersonic  
Transpor t s?  
CODE: l. . . . . . . . . .Yes 
2. ......... No 
X 
Y 
DECK B 
Off i c e  
Coding 
I F  YES,  ASK: 
What have you read or heard? 
" 
DECK B 
~. ~~ 
WRITE I N  RESPONSE BUT DO NOT CODE 
Of €ice 
Coding 
55. As you (probably know) ( a l r e a d y   t o l d  m e )  t h e   r e c e n t  
booms a round  he re  a re  pa r t  o f  a government development 
program of a new s u p e r s o n i c  a i r p l a n e  t h a t  w i l l  f l y  a b o u t  
2,000 miles an  hour. Do you f e e l  i t  is. a b s o l u t e l y  
necessa ry  fo r  ou r  coun t ry  to  have  such  a c i v i l i a n  p l a n e ,  
do  you f ee l  i t  is probably necessary,  or  do you f e e l  i t  
is  not  necessary?  
(1) Absolu te ly  necessary  
* ( 2 )  Probably  necessary  
* ( 3 )  Not necessa ry  * X 
Y 33 
CONTINUE WITH 55A. ON NEXT PAGE 
23 
D e c k  H (34-35) 
No Response=Y 
*IF  PROBABLY, NOT, OR D O N ' T  KNOW, ASK A: 
a .  A s  you may know, the   French ,   Br i t i sh   and   Russ ians   a re  
a l r e a d y   b u i l d i n g  a commerc ia l   supersonic   a i rp lane .  If 
these  count r ies  have  such  a p l ane ,  would  you f e e l  i t  
absolu te ly  necessary  for  Amer icans  to  have  one  too ,  
would i t  probably  be  necessary ,  o r  would i t  n o t  be 
necessary? 
(1) Absolu te ly  necessary  
* * ( 2 )  Probably  necessary 
* * ( 3 )  Not necessa ry  ** X 
Y 
**IF PROBABLY, NO, OR D O N ' T  KNOW ON " A " ,  ASK B: 
b. I f   t h e   s o n i c  boom could be reduced, would  you f e e l  i t  
d e s i r a b l e  f o r  u s  to  have a commercial  plane that  t ra-  
v e l s  2,000 miles an h o u r ,  o r  d o n ' t  you f e e l  w e  need 
such a plane? 
(1) Des i r ab le  
( 2 )  Not necessa ry  
X 
Y 
34 - 
3 5  
24 
Don't Know = X 
No Response = Y 
Not ADDlicable = 
56. 
57. 
58. 
59. 
60. 
61. 
62. 
63. 
FOR  QUESTIONS 56 THROUGH 62 USE THE FOLLOWING CODE: 
1.. ...... .True 
2.. ...... .Fa l se  
Supersonic  a i rc raf t  are n o t  as safe as  s lower   a i rp l anes .  36 
Sonic booms are inevi tab le  whenever  p lanes  f l y  faster 
than the speed of sound. 37- 
A p l a n e  f l y i n g  a t  t h r e e  times the speed of- sound w i l l  
create t h r e e  times t h e  s o n i c  boom as a p l a n e  f l y i n g  
a t  exac t ly   t he   speed  of sound. 38- 
The on ly  time a p lane  makes a "boom1' i s  a t  t h e  exact mo 
moment it breaks   he   sound  bar r ie r .  39- 
I f  a j e t  engine could be made q u i e t ,  n o  boom would be 
heard,   even when t h e   p l a n e   f l e w  a t  supersonic   speeds.  40- 
A p l a n e  d i v i n g  a t  supersonic  speed will create more of 
a s o n i c  boom than  a p l a n e  f l y i n g  level a t  t h e  same speed.  41 
To h e a r  a s o n i c  boom, a person must  be direct ly  under  
t h e   f l i g h t   p a t h  of a s u p e r s o n i c   a i r c r a f t .  42- 
-€ 
Is the head of the household employed? 
l.. . . . .Full Time - 2......Part Time 
3......Not employed I 
F EMPLOYED: What does head of household (or you) 
do on t h e  j o b ?  
I F  NOT EMPLOYED: Is head of household (or you) 
l........Retired 
2........Seeking work 
3.. ..... .Unable t o  work 
43- 
Deck B 
F o r  o f f i c e  
coding 
I 
44- 
I I F  NOT EMPLOYED: What did head of household do 
when working? 
25 
Deck B 
39- < 
F o r   o f f i c e  I 
coding 
. .  
No Response = Y 
64. \ f i a t  d i d  your  f a the r  o r  the head of your household do to 
m a k e  a l i v i n g  when you were growing up? 
65. What is  your  re la t ionship  to  the  head  of  household?  
O........Wife/Husband 
l... ..... Son/Daughter 
2... ..... Father/Mother 
3........Any i n - l a w  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
4........Other R e l a t e d  
5. ...... .Not Re la t ed  
66. Do you own your home h e r e ,  o r  are you ren t ing?  
1.. .... .own 
2... .... Renting 
3.. ... . .L iv ing   wi th   Rela t ives  
IF RENTING, ASK: Approximately how much do you pay 
f o r  r e n t ,  n o t  i n c l u d i n g  f u r n i s h i n g s  a n d  u t i l i t i e s ?  
IF  HOME IS OWNED, ASK: How much would homes l i k e  
t h i s  r e n t  f o r  i n  t h i s  n e i g h b o r h o o d ,  n o t  i n c l u d i n g  
f u r n i t u r e  a n d  u t i l i t i e s ?  
67. How many rooms does your family occupy in the house 
here ,  not  including bathrooms? 
C0DE:O 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 - 9  
Deck B 
40 
F o r  o f f i c e  
coding 
45- 
Deck B 
41- 
F o r  o f f i c e  
cod ing  
47 - 
26 
. "" 
Deck H ( 4 8 - 6 9 )  
No Response=Y 
68. How many of the  following  appliances  are  present  and 
in  working  order? 
WRITE IN CORRECT  NUMBER,  READ  LIST TO R. 
(1) AUTOMOBILES  AND TRUCKS.........;.............. 48 
( 2 )  WASHING  MACHINE... ............................ 49 
(3)  REFRIGERATOR, FREBZER... ...................... 50 
( 4 )  HI FI, STERO..., 5 1  
(5) TELEPHONE ........................... i......... 52 
(6) RADIO.. ....................................... 53 
(7) TELEVISION... ................................. 54 
(8) SEWING MACHINE...........................,,... 55 
(9) DISHWASHER.................................... 56 
(10) DISPOSAL...................................... 57- 
69. In  how  many  rooms  do you'have large  rugs  or  wall-to-wall 
carpeting? 
C O D E : O 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 X Y  58- 
70. Do you have  central  or  space  heating? 
(1) CENTRAL....................................... 59 
(2)  FLOOR  OR WALL FURNACE......................... 60 
(3) SPACE HEATERS.......................... ........ 6 1  
(4 )  NONE.......................................... 62 
71. Do you have  central  air-conditioning,  window  air- 
conditioners,  evaporative  coolers,  or  fans? 
NUMBER 
(1) FANS...............O 1 2 3 4 63- 
( 2 )  EVAPORATIVE COOLERS..............O 1 2 3 4 64- 
(3) WINDOW AIR-CONDITIONERS..........O 1 2 3 4 65- 
( 4 )  CENTRAL AIR-CONDITIONERS.........O 1 2 3 4 66- 
72. About  when  was  the  building  constructed? 
RECORD  APPROXIMATE  YEAR 
27 
Deck I (5-10) 
No Response=Y 
73a. Does the   bu i ld ing   have   i n su la t ion  i n  t he  walls o r  
between t h e  c e i l i n g  a n d  t h e  r o o f ?  
O.........NO 
l.........WALLS 
2.. .ROOF 
3.........BOTH 
IF HAS INSULATION, ASK: 
When was t h e  i n s u l a t i o n  i n s t a l l e d ?  
l.........AT TIME  BUILDING  BUILT 
2..... .... AFTER  CONSTRUCTION 
IF  INSULATION  INSTALLED  AFTER  CONSTRUCTION, ASK: 
Why was i n s u l a t i o n  added? 
l.........WEATHER PROOFING 
2..... .... SOUND PROOFING--MTERIOR'NOISES 
3.........SOUND PROOFING--INTERIOR NOISES 
4.........BOTH 2 & 3 
S......... COMBINATION 1 & 2 OR 3 
6. ........ OTHER, SPECIFY  BELOW 
iL ...... 
74a. How are. the  windows g lazed- -   tha t  is, i n s t a l l e d  and 
s e a l e d ?  As: 
l.........SINGm PANES 
2.........DOUBLE PANES 
3.........INSULATING GLASS  (THERMOPANE) 
4.........SPECIAL TYPE,  SPECIFY  BELOW 
b. Does the   bu i ld ing   have  storm windows? 
0. ....... .NO 
1.. ...... .YES 
75.  Does the   bu i ld ing   have  a n  a t t i c - - o r  a space  between 
t h e  c e i l i n g  and t h e  r o o f ?  
0.. ....... .NO 
l..........YES 
8 
9 
. "_ . 
28 
Deck I. (11-19) 
No Response=Y 
76. Is t h e  room i n  which   mos t   fami ly   ac t iv i t ies   occur :  
READ  RESPONSE  CATEGORIES BELOW. 
l...... .... A CORNER ROOM 
2..........AN INTERIOR ROOM 
3..........BETWEEN OTHER  ROOMS 
4..........BENEATH A  HIGHER FLOOR 
77. How many of   the main s l e e p i n g  rooms a r e :  
READ  RESPONSE  CATEGORIES  BELOW. 
l..........CORNER ROOMS 
2.. ........ INTERIOR  ROOMS 
3..........BETWEEN OTHER  ROOMS 
4..........BENEATH A  HIGHER  FLOOR 
78. Please  look a t  t h i s  c a r d  and  choose  the l e t t e r  t h a t  
mos t  nea r ly  r ep resen t s  your  to t a l  f ami ly  income  from 
a l l  s o u r c e s .  
HAND R. INCOME CARD. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  
79. P l e a s e  t e l l  m e  the h i g h e s t  l e v e l  of educa t ion  you 
have  completed . 
0 .  ......... NONE 
l..........LESS THAN  PRIMARY 
2..........COMPLETED PRIMARY 
3..........LESS THAN  HIGH  SCHOOL 
4..........COMPLETED HIGH  SCHOOL 
5..........SOME COLLEGE 
7..........SOME GRADUATE  SCHOOL 
8. ......... PROFESSIONAL  DEGREE  (MASTER'S,  DOCTORATE, 
6..........4-YEAR COLLEGE  GRADUATE 
LAW  DEGREE) 14- 
80. How many persons  of   the  fol lowing  age  categories  
l i v e  h e r e  i n  t h i s  h o u s e h o l d ?  
UNDER 18 .... 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 15 
18-60 ....... 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 16 
OVER 60.....0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 17 
TOTAL................................... 18- 
19- 
29 
N o  Response=Y 
81. Of t h e   f o l l o w i n g   c a t e g o r i e s ,   p l e a s e  t e l l  me your 
age group. 
l..........UNDER 20 
2..........20 - 30 
3..........30 - 40 
4..........40 - 50 
5..........50 - 60 
6..........60 - 70 
7..........OVER 70 
Deck I (20-28) 
8 2 .  I n   c a s e   I ' v e   f o r g o t t e n   a n y t h i n g   a n d   t h e   r e s e a r c h  team 
o f f i c i a l s  need  to  ca l l ,  wha t  would be t h e  best time 
and  day? 
RECORD : 
CODE 1 OR 0 I N  APPROPRIATE  SPACE.  
83. What is the  phone  number he re?  
RECORD : 
HAND R.  THE  THREE-PAGE  YELLOW  INSERT AND ASK: 
NOW, would  you p l e a s e  mark your  cho ice  to  these  ques t ions  
on g e n e r a l  a t t i t u d e s ,  while  I go  over o u r  i n t e r v i e w  t o  be 
s u r e  t h a t  I have  everything  complete? ( I  w i l l  now take a 
sound reading while you look over  these pages.)  
30 
Deck I (29-31) 
No Response=Y 
INTERVIEWER  OBSERVATION  OF HOME: 
1. Condition  of  plaster: 
Excellent - no cracks..........................4 
' Good - small cracks.............................3 
Fair - noticeable  large  or  small cracks........2 
Poor - large cracks............................l 
Not  applicable - paneling, etc.................O 
2. Glass: 
Excellent - no  windows  cracked.. ............... 4 
Good - few  small cracks.................... .... 3 
Fair - many cracks.............................2 
Poor - panes  missing. .......................... 1 
3. Amount  of  glass  ware  and  other  bric-a-brac  in  home: 
Very  large amount..............................3 
Noticeable amount...... ........................ 2 
Few  pieces ...................................... 1 
None...... ..................................... 0 
31 
D e c k  I ( 3 2 - 3 6 )  
N o   R e s p o n s e = Y  
FOR  INTERVIEWERS  USING SOUND  METERS: 
NOTE:  XCLUDE  ABRUPT  NOISES 
HIGH  READING c 3 2  - 33 - 
LOW READING 
34 - 
35 - 
RECORD ROOM I N  WHICH  READING I S  TAKEN: 
l.... .......................... L I V I N G  
2..... ............................. D I N I N G  
3. ................................. KITCHEN 
4..... ............................. DEN-FAMILY 
5..................................BEDROOM 
6. ................................. PORCH (ENCLOSED) .................................... PORCH (OPEN) 
8. ................................. OTHER ( S P E C I F Y )  
1st BAT. 
2nd A s  
3rd READING ( 3 0  sets. 
4 t h  O F F  
NOTE : BE  SURE TO: 
(1) P I C K   U P  CARDS ( 3 )  
( 2 )   I D E N T I F Y  YELLOW I N S E R T  
INAMEI I ADDRESS I 
( 3 )  OBTAIN R . ' S  NAME (WRITE ON PAGE 1) 
( 4 )  RECORD TIME INTERVIEW COMPLETED (PAGE 1) 
( 5 )  FILL I N   I N T E R V I E W   O B S E R V A T I O N S  
( 6 )  THANK RESPONDENT 
3 2  
PROGRAM 
IN 
COMMUNITY STUDIES 
attitudinal & opinion series 
FORM C 
A- 3 
FORM C 
i. C i t y  ii. I n t r o d u c t i o n  Code 
iii. Date of In t e rv i ew:  / / 6  
(MONTH) (DAY) (YEAR) 
iv.  Time Interview: Began ; Ended ; Total   Minutes  
v. Census Tract v i .  Census  Block 
v i i .   I n t e r v i e w e r  Name  Number 
1. 
2. 
3.  
4 .  
5 .  
6 .  
7. 
How long have you lived i n  (CITY)? 
(YEARS)(MONTHS) 
How long have you l ived in  th i s  ne ighborhood?  
About how  many f a m i l i e s  i n  t h i s  n e i g h b o r h o o d  do you know w e l l  
enough t o  ca l l  on and v i s i t  w i t h i n  t h e i r  homes? 
How many times pe r  month do you drop i n  on r e l a t i v e s  o r  i n -  
l a w  s ? 
How many t i m e s  pe r  month do you d r o p  i n  for a v i s i t  w i th  
y o u r  n e i g h b o r s  o r  f r i e n d s  l i v i n g  i n  t h i s  n e i g h b o r h o o d ?  
How many times per month do you drop i n  on f r i e n d s  who l ive 
outs ide  ch is  ne ighborhood?  
How many days per week are you out  of  th i s  ne ighborhood for  
e i g h t  (8) hours or more? 
COPYRIGHT, 1968 
BY 
TRACOR, INC.  
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8. A t  t he   p re sen t  time, what are some of t h e  t h i n g s  y o u  l i k e  
a n d  d o n ’ t  l i k e  a b o u t  l i v i n g  i n  t h i s  n e i g h b o r h o o d  -- t h i n g s  
t h a t  you f e e l  a r e  a d v a n t a g e s  a n d  makes t h i s  a good p l a c e  t o  
l i ve ,  and disadvantages -- t h i n g s  t h a t  y o u  f e e l  are unplea-  
s a n t ?  RECORD  COMMENTS  VERBATIM,  INDICATE IF ADVANTAGE OR 
DISADVANTAGE. 
ITEM # COMMENTS 
L. 
F. 
CHECK 
ADV  DIS 
9 .  Who a r e  t h e  m o s t  act ive a n d  i n f l u e n t i a l  p e r s o n s  who l ive i n  
this  neighborhood and could be turned to  for  help in  improv-  
ing neighborhood conditions? 
NAME - OCCUPATION/POSITION 
10. Who a re  t h e  m o s t  a c t i v e  a n d  i n f l u e n t i a l  p e r s o n s  i n  t h i s  c i t y  
who cou ld  be  tu rned  to  fo r  he lp  in  improv ing  cond i t ions  in  
t h i s  c i t y ?  
OCCUPATION/POSITION 
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11. Now he re  i s  a l i s t  of   th ings  (CARD 1) t h a t  some people  con- 
s ide r   impor t an t   i n  a r e s i d e n t i a l  area. A r e  t h e r e  a d d i t i o n a l  
items which you f e e l  are impor t an t  i n  a r . e s i d e n t i a 1  area? 
(LIST BELOW IF ANY ARE G I V E N . )  
12.  P lease  look  over  the  items on th i s  ca rd  and  t e l l  m e  which 
one you consider most important,  second most important,  etc. 
A l s o  include  any  which  you  just  named. INDICATE RANK I N  
THE RIGHT HAND COLUMN. 
RANK -
A. - 
B. 
C .  - " 
CARD 1: 
D .  Well-kept homes and yards ;   n ice   appearance  of  neighbor- 
hood... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - 
E. Conven ience   o f   l oca t ion   fo r   f ac i l i t i e s   such  a s  schoo l s ,  
shopping,  playgrounds,  etc............................. 
F. Good q u a l i t y  of  community f a c i l i t i e s ;   s c h o o l s ,  shop- 
ping,  etc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
G. S a f e   p l a c e   t o   l i v e :  good l a w  enforcement.. ............ 
H.  Economic a d v a n t a g e s :   r e a s o n a b l e   h o u s i n g ,   f a i r   t a x e s ,  
e t c . . . . .  ............................................... 
I. Convenience of  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n   f a c i l i t i e s :   n e a r   b u s ,  
r a i l ,  or  expressway.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
J .  Good zoning... ......................................... 
K. Good neighbors. . . .  ..................................... 
L. Q u i e t  area............................................. 
M. P r e f e r e n c e   f o r   c e r t a i n   h o u s e ,  "1 l ike   the   house ." . . . . . .  
N. L i t t l e  t r a f f i c . .  ....................................... 
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13. C o n s i d e r   e a c h   o f   t h e   c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s   l i s t e d   o n   t h e   c a r d  
(CARD 2 )  and t e l l  m e  i f  i t  has undergone a major change, 
e i t h e r  f o r  b e t t e r  o r  worse  s ince  you  have  l ived  here   and 
what the change was. (WRITE COMMENT AFTER "Change". 
ITEMS  LISTED I N  QUESTION 12. 
A. - 
Change 
Change 
C. 
Change - 
CARD 2: 
D. 
E. 
F. 
G .  
H. 
I. 
J. 
K. 
L. 
M. 
N. 
Condition of homes and yards .  
Change - 
Conven ience  o f  l oca t ion  fo r  f ac i l i t i e s  such  a s  schools ,  p lay-  
grounds,  shopping, e tc .  
Change 
Q u a l i t y  of  community f a c i l i t i e s  s u c h  as  schools ,  shopping ,  e tc .  
Change - ~~ . 
Law enforcement. 
Change - 
Economic cond i t ions ,  cos t  o f  hous ing ,  taxes,  e t c .  
Change .. 
A v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s .  
Change - 
Zoning. 
Change 
Qual i ty  of  neighbors .  
Change ~~~ ~ "" 
Noise i n  area. 
Change ~ ____.. . ~ ~~ 
Preference  for  your  house .  
Change 
T r a f f i c .  
Change 
- .. 
~~ 
_ _ _ _ _ _  
~~ 
~ _ _ _  - 
" 
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14, Would you p l e a s e  t e l l  m e  what  kind of sounds you not ice  
around here?  Also. Dlease i n d i c a t e  if they are heard  out-  
s i d e  o r  i n s i d e  y o u r  home. RECORD  SOUNDS MENTIONED AND 2 
THE SOUND  MENTIONED I S  FROM THE PROMPT LIST. RECORD I N  THE 
PROMPT LIST. OTHERWISE INDICATE THE SOUND I N  THE BLANKS 
BELOW. 
~ I .  
"- I N  OUT BOTH 
A.  "- 
B. "- 
C. "- "- 
D. -" 
15. Do you   hear   any   of   the   fo l lowing   sounds   in   th i s  area? DO 
NOT REPEAT FROM THE LIST I F  MENTIONED ABOVE. 
PROMPT L LS T : 
E.  Automobiles  and/or  trucks. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F. A i r c r a f t   o p e r a t i o n s . .  .......................... 
G . Neighbors.. .................................... 
H. Dogs, o the r   pe t s . .  ............................. - 
L. Radio  and/or  television.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
J .  Motorcycles  or  hot  rods. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
K. Trains .  ........................................ 
L. S i r ens . .  ....................................... 
M. Telephone ...................................... 
N. Lawn mowers; garbage  collection.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
0. Sonic  booms... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
16. Of a l l  the  sounds  you  hear   around  here ,  are t h e r e  a n y  t h a t  
you f e e l  are unnecessary and should be e l i m i n a t e d ?  
Yes ; No 
IF YES: Which one  do  you  most  want t o  have  e l imina ted?  
(WRITE IN LETTER) 
What i s  t h e   f i r s t ?  What i s  t h e   f o u r t h ?  
What i s  the  second? What i s  t h e   f i f t h ?  
What i s  t h e   t h i r d ?  What i s  t h e   s i x t h ?  
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FOR  QUESTIONS 17 TO 3 4 ,  ASK CONCERNING THE FIRST MENTIONED SOUND 
TO BE ELIMINATED. 
1 7 .  Which o f   t hese   words   bes t   desc r ibes   t he   e f f ec t   t ha t  (MOST 
UNWANTED SOUND) has  on  you? Please i n d i c a t e  t h e  f i r s t ,  
s e c o n d ,  a n d  t h i r d  i n  o r d e r  (CARD 3 ) .  
A Reassuring F Bothersome K S t a r t l i n g  P 
B T h r i l l i n g  G P a i n f u l  L Boring 
C Depressing H I r r i t a t i n g  M Exasperat ing Q 
D Annoying I Offensive N D i s tu rb ing  
E Aggravating J Troublesome 0 No e f f e c t  a t  a l l  R 
Rank: 1st ; 2nd ; 3rd 
18. Rate the  (ABOVE ADJECTIVE SELECTED FIRST) e f f e c t  o f  (SOUND 
MOST WANT TO ELIMINATE) on a scale o f  from  one t o  100. The 
h igher  the  number ,  the  s t ronger  you  fee l :  
I F  SONIC BOOM MENTIONED FIRST, ASK  QUESTION 19. I F  SOUND OTHER 
THAN SONIC BOOM MENTIONED FIRST, GO TO QUESTION 20. 
19.  Rate  the (ABOVE ADJECTIVE SELECTED FIRST) e f f e c t  of t h e  
sounds of hot rods and motorcycles on a scale of from one 
t o  100. The h igher   the   number ,   the   s t ronger  you f e e l :  
20.  Why would  you l i k e   t o   e l i m i n a t e  (MENTIONED  SOUND)? PROBE-- 
I N D I C A T E  AS MANY REASONS AS CAN BE DETERMINED. 
6 
21. Does the  sound  interfere   with  any  of   the  fol lowing ac t iv i t i e s?  
READ PROMPT LIST; CHECK llYES1l OR llNO1l COLUMN. 
YES NO 
"
Relaxing or resting inside. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Relaxing outside... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Sleeping..  .............................................. 
Talking on telephone .................................... 
Lis t en ing  to  r eco rds  o r  t apes . .  ......................... 
Radio o r  TV recept ion. . . . . . .  ............................ 
Reading  or  concent ra t ing .  ............................... 
Eating .................................................. 
Conversation............................................ 
22. What o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s  d o e s  t h i s  sound  normal ly   in te r fe re  
wi th?  
23. A t  what times during the day or  a t  n i g h t  do  you h e a r  t h i s  
sound , CHECK "YES" OR "NO" FOR EACH TIME PERIOD. I F  "YES", 
ASK HOW OFTEN. 
VERY VERY 
" YES NO FREQUENTLY SOMETIMES  SELDOM 
6-9 a m . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - 
9-12 noon.. ................... - 
12-3 p m . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - 
3-6 pm.. ...................... - - - 
6-9 pm.. ...................... - 
9- 1 2  midnight.  :. .............. - 
12-3 a m . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - 
3-6 am..  ...................... - - - 
24. On which  days  of  the week  do  you hea r   t h i s   sound?  CHECK I F  
Monday ; Tuesday ; Wednesday ; Thursday ; 
Fr iday  ; Saturday ; Sunday 
HEARD FOR EACH DAY. 
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25. Do you u s u a l l y  d i s c u s s  t h i s  sound eve ry  time it i s  heard? 
Yes ; No - 
26. How f r e q u e n t l y  would  you  say t h a t  you d i s c u s s  t h i s  sound 
wi th   your   f ami ly ,   f r i ends ,   o r   ne ighbors?  READ LIST; CHECK 
- ONE ONLY. 
Very f r e q u e n t l y ?  ................................ 
Often?. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Occasional ly?.  .................................. 
Seldom?. ........................................ 
Never?. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .......... 
27. Row o f t e n  do you h e a r  t h i s  sound discussed when you v i s i t  
w i t h   f r i e n d s ,   n e i g h b o r s ,   o r   r e l a t i v e s ?  READ LIST; CHECK - ONE ONLY. 
Very f r e q u e n t l y ? . .  .............................. 
Often?.  ......................................... 
Occas iona l ly? ,  .................................. 
Seldom?. ....................................... 
Never?. 
8 -  ......................................... 
28. Would you s a y   t h a t  you n o t i c e   t h i s   s o u n d :  READ LIST; CHECK 
- ONE ONLY. 
Far  less than your neighbors?. . .  ................ 
A l i t t l e  less than your neighbors? .............. 
About t h e  same as  your  ne ighbors? .  .............. 
A l i t t l e  more than your neighbors? .............. 
F a r  more than your neighbors?.  .................. 
29. How f r e q u e n t l y  do  you h e a r  t h i s  sound d i scussed  when you are  
out  i n  t h e  c i t y  -- shopping  or  a t  lunch  for  example? READ 
LIST; CHECK ONE ONLY. 
Very f r e q u e n t l y ? .  ............................... 
Often? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Occa s iona 1 l y ?  ................................... 
Seldom?. ........................................ 
Never?... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
30. Has anyone   contac ted   you   about   t ak ing   ac t ion   to   e l imina te  
o r  reduce the sound? 
I F  CONTACTED ABOUT SOUND:  Who contacted  you? If the  person 
represented  an  organiza t ion ,  what  was i t s  name? 
8 
E 
31. Have you ever contac ted  anyone  about  e l imina t ing  o r  reducing 
the  sound? 
Yes ; No 
IF D I D  SOMETHING ABOUT THE SOUND:  Whom d id  you f i f s t  c o n t a c t ?  
IF D I D  SOMETHING ABOUT THE SOUND: Was a c t i o n  t a k e n ?  
Yes ; NO ' 
How many times was each  ac t ion  t aken?  
ACTION TAKEN TIMES ACTION TAKEN 
1st 
2nd - 
3 r d  
> I F  ACTION WAS TAKEN: A r e  you s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t h e  r e s u l t s  
of t h e  a c t i o n ?  
Yes ; N o  ; Undecided 
c > A r e  you c o n s i d e r i n g  f u r t h e r  a c t i o n ?  Yes ; No ; Undecided IF CONSIDERING FURTHER ACTION:  What are  you planning 
t o  do? 
- 
I F  NO ACTION WAS TAKEN: What do  you e x p e c t  t o  be  done 
about your complaint? 
- 
9 
32. Do you know of any  o ther  persons  who have taken some a c t i o n  
a b o u t  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n ?  
Yes ; No 
IF KNOW OTHER PERSONS:  Who were they?  GET NAME AND OCCUPA- 
TION OR POSITION. 
~ "
~~ -~ 
IF  KNOW OTHER PERSONS:  Whom d id   t hey   con tac t ?  
I -  
I F  KNOW OTHER PERSONS,  ASK  QUESTION 3 3 ,  OTHERWISE GO TO QUESTION 
34. 
33.  Have you coope ra t ed  wi th  these  peop le  in  t ak ing  any  ac t ion?  
I" Yes ; No 
b I F  YES: What d id  you do? _~ 
F 
3 4 .  Do you know of any  o rgan iza t ion  tha t  has  t aken  some a c t i o n  
a b o u t  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n ?  
Yes ; No 
I F  KNOW OTHER ORGANIZATION:  What i s  t h e  name of the   o rgani -  
za t ion?  How may it be   contac ted?  
Name 
Address ~ ~ ~- 
" ~ - Are you a f f i l i a t e d  w i t h  i t  i n  a n y  way? 
Yes -; No 
IF YES: How are you a f f i l i a t e d ?  
I - . ." 
\ What a c t i o n  d i d  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  t a k e ?  
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35. Have you read   or   heard   anyth ing   concern ing  (SOUND) i n  t h e  
newspape r s ,  r ad io ,  t e l ev i s ion ,  o r  o the r  sou rces  of informa- 
t i o n  d u r i n g  t h e  week? 
Yes -; No 
IF  HEARD OR READ  SOMETHING: From what source did you hear  
SOURCE WHAT HEARD/READ 
o r  read about  i t  and what did you hear/read? 
36. What newspapers do  you read r e g u l a r l y ?  I N D I C A T E   F U L L  NAME, 
INCLUDING  CITY,  OF  EACH  NEWSPAPER. 
I I 
I F  NEWSPAPERS  ARE  READ , ASK: What p a r t s  of the  paper  do 
you read? 
3 7 .  Do you  r egu la r ly  r ead  any  news magazines? 
r- Yes -; No - 
4 I F  YES:  What news magazines do  you r e a d  r e g u l a r l y ?  
38. About how much t i m e  did  you  spend  reading news magazines 
i n  t h e  pas t  seven (7) days? ( I N D I C A T E   H O U R S )  
39. What are your f i r s t  and  second  most  important  sources of 
d a i l y  news? 
F i r s t :  - 
Second : 
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40. Did you  watch t e l e v i s i o n  news a t  a l l  yes t e rday?  
Yes -; No 
41. Are t h e r e  a n y  r a d i o  o r  t e l e v i s i o n  news programs  which  you 
hea r  o r  wa tch  r egu la r ly?  
Yes ; N o  
IF  YES: What program, time, and  channel? N a m e  the  ones 
which you watched yesterday. 
NAME -
WATCH 
- TIME CHANNEL  YESTERDAY 
42. I a m  going   to   read  you a l i s t  of   severa l   g roups  now a c t i v e  
i n  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s .  Please indica te   i f   you   have   heard   o f  
each ,  and  i f  you  would j o i n  i f  a s k e d :  
FAMILIAR - J O I N  
A.  Committee fo r  C lean  A i r . .  ............ 
B. Ban t h e  Bomb Committee.. ............. 
C. Ant i -Flouridat ion League. .  ........... 
D. Highway Beaut i f icat ion  Commit tee . . .  .. - 
F. Anti-Noise League.. .................. 
- 
c_ 
- 
E. Open Housing Committee... . . . . . . . . . . . .  
- 
G .  American Civi l  L i b e r t i e s  Union (ACLU) 
H. Ban t h e  Boom Committee.. ............. - 
INDICATE RESPONSES IN APPROPRIATE BLANK CORRESPONDING TO EACH 
GROUP. REDUCE TO ONE OR TWO WORD RESPONSE WHEN POSSIBLE ( i . e . ,  
ltYES1t, ltNO1t,  llPOSSIBLY", "NOT SURE", etc.  ) 
4 3 .  Do you  belong  to  any of t h e s e   o r g a n i z a t i o n s ?  
Yes ; No 
1-IF  YES: Which ones? (WRITE ALPHABETIC SYMBOL  FOR EACH 
ORGANIZATION MENTIONED.) 
"""" 
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FOR  QUESTION 44 I N D I C A T E  THE CORRECT  ANSWER BY CHECKING  THE  APPRO- 
P R I A T E  COLUMN FOR  EACH  ORGANIZATION  GIVEN. 
4 4 .  Now would  you p l ease  t e l l  m e  what  kinds of  c lubs or  organi-  
z a t i o n s  you work w i t h  o r  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  -- for  example,  
e d u c a t i o n a l ,   r e c r e a t i o n a l ,   p o l i t i c a l ,   s o c i a l ,   b u s i n e s s  o r  
church. 
A. What are t h e  names o f   t hese   o rgan iza t ions?  WRITE NAMES 
B. How o f t e n  do  you a t tend   meet ings  -- almost   a lways,  some- 
times, seldom,  or   a lmost   never? RECORD I N  COLUMN B.  
C. D o  you have a g r e a t  deal of i n t e r e s t ,  some i n t e r e s t ,  o r  
on ly  a l i t t le i n t e r e s t  i n  t h i s  o r g a n i z a t i o n ?  RECORD I N  
COLUMN c. 
I N  COLUMN A. 
D. Were you e v e r  a n  o f f i c e r  o r  on a commit tee   in  this 
organ iza t ion?  RECORD I N  COLUMN D.  
r 
A B 
NAME ATTENDANCE I N T E R E S T   O F F I C E S  
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45. Which of t h e  f o l l o w i n g  i s s u e s  do you f e e l  t o  b e  i m p o r t a n t  
problems? READ LIST AND CHECK FOR EACH ISSUE, "YES" OR llNO1l 
I N  COLUMN 1 BELOW. 
46. How much would  you say your family i s  d i r e c t l y  a f f e c t e d  by 
any  of  these  i ssues?  -- A g r e a t  d e a l  (GD); Some ( S ) ;  Very 
l i t t l e  (VL); o r  None (N). CHECK FOR EACH ISSUE  MENTIONED 
I N  COLUMN 2 BELOW. 
ISSUE 
B. G e n e r a l  n o i s e  ( t r a f f i c ,  
- n o i s e ,  etc.  ) 
i n d u s t r y ,  a i r c r a f t  
F . Vietnam 
47. Have you  formed  an  opinion  about how these  problems  shouid 
be solved? CHECK FOR EACH ISSUE MENTIONED I N  COLUMN 3 ABOVE. 
I F  FORMED AN O P I N I O N  ABOUT SONIC BOOM, ASK: What should  be 
done about  sonic  booms and how m i g h t  t h i s  be done? 
48. Thinking  back,  which  of  these  issues  would  you  say  worries 
you the most?  Please name three with the most  worr isome 
f i r s t ,  second  next.  WRITE ISSUE  USING  WORDS OF RESPONDENT. 
IF NECESSARY REPEAT LIST OF ISSUES TO RESPONDENT. 
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4 9 .  Have you ever p r o t e s t e d  t o  p u b l i c  o f f i c i a l s  r e g a r d i n g  a n y  
o f  t h e s e  i s s u e s  o r  a n y  o t h e r s  t h a t  h a v e  b e e n  o f  i n t e r e s t  
t o  you? 
Yes ; No 
IF  YES,  ASK: What w a s  the  issue,  and what  did you do about  L 
it? 
Issue (Aj  
Act ion 
I s s u e  (B) 
Action - 
I s sue  ( c )  
E 
Action 
Was anything done? 
Y e s  ; No 
IF  SOMETHING DONE, ASK: What w a s  done? 
I s s u e  (A) - " ~ ~ 
I s sue  (B) _ _ _ ~  ~ 
I s sue  (c)  " ~~~~ ~ 
I F  SONIC BOOM WAS NOT MENTIONED AS THE FIRST NOISE TO ELIMINATE, 
ASK : 
50. Have you ever heard a s o n i c  boom? 
Yes ; No 
IF  NO, GO TO QUESTION 72.  IF YES,  ASK: 
When d id  you f i r s t  h e a r  a son ic  boom? (INDICATE YEAR.) 
What d id  i t  sound l i k e ?  ~ ~ ~~ 
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51. Are s o n i c  booms occur r ing  i n  your  neighborhood: 
Once a day.... .................... 
More than once a day.. ............ 
Once a week.. ..................... 
More than once a week............. 
Once a month. ..................... 
More than once a month............ 
Haven t h e a r d  i n  month o r  more.. .. 
I F  SONIC BOOM WAS MENTIONED AS THE FIRST NOISE TO ELIMINATE I N  
QUESTION 16,  SKIP TO QUESTION 72, PAGE 21. I F  SONIC BOOM WAS 
NOT MENTIONED AS THE FIRST NOISE TO ELIMINATE,-ASK THE FOLLOWING 
QUESTIONS. 
52. Which o f   t hese   words   bes t   desc r ibe   t he   e f f ec t   t ha t   son ic  
booms have  on  you? Please i n d i c a t e  t h e  f i r s t ,  s e c o n d ,  and 
t h i r d  i n  o r d e r  (CARD 3 ) .  
1 Reassur ing  6 Bothersome 11 S t a r t l i n g  
2 Thr i 1 l i n g  7 P a i n f u l  12  Boring 
16 
3 Depressing 8 I r r i t a t i n g  13 Exaspera t ing  1 7  
4 Annoying 9 Offens ive  14  Di s tu rb ing  
5 Aggravat ing 10  Troublesome 15 No e f f e c t  a t  a l l  18 
Rank: 1st ; 2nd ; 3rd 
53. 
54. 
55. 
56. 
c 
Rate  the  (ABOVE A D J E C T I V E  SELECTED FIRST) e f f e c t  of  sonic  
boom on a scale from  one t o  100. The h i g h e r   t h e  number, 
t he  s t ronge r  you  f ee l :  
Rate  the  (ABOVE A D J E C T I V E  SELECTED FIRST) e s f e c t  o f  t h e  
sounds of  hot  rods and motorcycles  on a scale of  from  one 
t o  loo.  The h igher   the   number ,   the   s t ronger  you f e e l :  
A r e  you in  f avor  o f  t he  con t inu ing  deve lopmen t  o f  mi l i t a ry  
a i r c r a f t  which cause sonic  boom? 
Yes ; No 
Are you in  favor  of  the  cont inuing  development  of  commerc ia l  
a i r c r a f t  which cause sonic  boom? 
Yes ; No - 
I F  YES:  Why? 
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57. Does the  sound in t e r f e re   w i th   any   o f   t he   fo l lowing  act ivi t ies?  
READ PROMPT LIST; CHECK "YESt1 OR "NOtf COLUMN. 
" 
YES NO 
Relaxing o r  resting inside. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Relaxing outside.......................................... 
Sleeping... . . . . . . .  ....................................... 
Talking on telephone.. ................................... 
Lis t en ing  t o  records  or  tapes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Radio o r  TV r ecep t ion . .  .................................. 
Reading or concentrating.. . . .  ............................ 
Eating.  .................................................. 
58.  Does son ic  boom norma l ly  in t e r f e re  wi th  any  o the r  i n s ide  o r  
o u t s i d e  a c t i v i t i e s ?  
Yes -; No 
IF YES,  ASK:  What o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s  d o e s  t h i s  sound  normally c 
i n t e r f e r e  w i t h ?  
59. A t  what times dur ing  the  day  o r  a t  n i g h t  do ( d i d )  You hea r  
s o n i c  booms? CHECK "YES" OR "NO" FOR EACH TIME PERIOD. IF 
"YES", CHECK HOW FREQUENTLY. 
VERY VERY 
" YES NO FREQUENTLY SOMETIMES  SELDOM 
6-9 am.. ..................... - - - 
9-12 noon... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - 
12-3 pm.. .................... - - - 
3-6 pm.. ..................... - - - 
6-9 pm.. ..................... - - - 
9-12  midnight.. .............. - - - 
12-3 am. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - L - 
3-6 am..  ..................... - - - 
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60. On which  days  of  the week  do  you h e a r  t h i s  sound? CHECK I F  
Monday ; Tuesday ; Wednesday ; Thursday ; 
Fr iday  ; Saturday ; Sunday 
61. Do you   u sua l ly   d i scuss   son ic  booms eve ry  t i m e  one i s  heard?  
HEARD FOR EACH DAY. 
Yes -; No 
62.  How frequent ly   would  you  say  that   you  discuss   this   sound 
when a t  home w i t h   y o u r   f a m i l y ,   f r i e n d s ,   o r   n e i g h b o r s ?  READ 
LIST; CHECK ONE ONLY. 
Very f r e q u e n t l y ?  .......................... 
Often?.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Occas iona l ly?  ............................. 
Seldom? ................................... 
Never?...... .............................. 
63. How o f t e n  do you hear  sonic  booms d i scussed  when  you v i s i t  
w i t h   f r i e n d s ,   r e l a t i v e s ,   o r   n e i g h b o r s ?  READ LIST; CHECK - ONE ONLY. 
Very   f requent ly? .  ......................... 
Often? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Occa s iona 1 l y  ? ............................. 
Seldom?.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Never?. . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
64.  Would you   say   tha t   you   no t ice   th i s   sound:  READ LIST; CHECK - ONE ONLY. 
A l i t t l e  less than your  neighbors? ........ 
A l i t t l e  more than your  neighbors? ........ 
Far  less than your  neighbors?. .  ........... 
About t h e  same as  your  neighbors? ......... 
Far more than your neighbors?.  ............ 
65. How f requent ly  do  you  hear  th i s  sound d iscussed  when you a r e  
o u t  i n  t h e  c i t y  -- shopping  or  a t  lunch  for  example? READ 
LIST; CHECK ONE ONLY. 
Of t e n ? .  ................................... 
Occas iona l ly?  ............................. 
Seldom?. .................................. 
Never?. . . . . . . . .  ........................... 
Very  f requent ly?.  ......................... 
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6 6 .  Eas  any  ind iv idua l  con tac t ed  you  abou t  t ak ing  ac t ion  to  
e l i m i n a t e  o r  r e d u c e  s o n i c  booms? 
Y e s  ; N o  - 
IF  CONTACTED  ABOUT  SOUND: Who contacted  you? If the   person  
r ep resen ted  an  o rgan iza t ion ,  wha t  w a s  i t ' s  name? 
67.  Have you ever d o n e  a n y t h i n g  t o  e l i m i n a t e  o r  r e d u c e  them? 
Yes ; N o  
I F  D I D  SOMETHING  ABOUT  HE  SOUND: Whom did  you f i r s t  c o n t a c t ?  
." ~ - .~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ _ _ _ _  
I F  D I D  SOMETHING  ABOUT  HE SOUND: What a c t i o n  w a s  t aken?  
How many times was e a c h  a c t i o n  t a k e n ?  
ACTION TAKEN -F TIMES  ACTION  TAKEN ~~ - ~~~ __ I - .. ...-.?- -____ " " 
I .=____ " 
I F  ACTION TAKEN: A r e  you s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t h e  r e s u l t s  of 
t h e  a c t i o n  t a k e n ?  
Yes ; No ; Undecided 
Are you c o n s i d e r i n g  f u r t h e r  a c t i o n ?  
Yes ; N o  ; Undecided 
cs 
II F  CONSIDERING  FURTHER  ACTION: What are you 
p l ann ing  to  do?  
~~ ~- - 
~ -~ ~. 
-IF NO ACTION TAKEN: What do you expect to be done about 
your complaint? 
- 
~ - 
19 
F 
68. Do you know of any  o ther  persons  who have taken some a c t i o n  
abou t  son ic  booms? 
Yes ; No 
I F  KNOW OTHER PERSONS:  Who were they? GET NAME AND OCCUPA- 
T I O N  OR POSITION. 
~ - ~ ~ - ~ " ~  - ~ ., -- . - - - - . " 
I F  KNOW OTHER PERSONS:  Whom d id   t hey   con tac t ?  
-~ - .,.. ~" ~. .. . 
IF  KNOW OTHER PERSONS: What ac t ion   d id   t hey   t ake?  
~ "__I "" - 
~~ "- - L . "  
Are you o r  were you a f f i l i a t e d  w i t h  them i n  a n y  way? 
69. Do you know of any  o rgan iza t ion  tha t  has  t aken  some a c t i o n  
a b o u t  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n ?  
Yes ; No 
I F  KNOW OTHER ORGANIZATION:  What is t h e  name of t he  o rgan i -  
z a t i o n ?  How may i t  be  contacted? 
Are you a f f i l i a t e d  w i t h  i t  i n  any way? 
t+ I F  YES: How are you a f f i l i a t e d ?  
I -  - 
L What a c t i o n  d i d  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  t a k e ?  
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70. Have you ever made a claim for damages  due t o  s o n i c  booms? 
r Yes ; No + IF YES: HOW many? 
Whom did you f i l e  t h e  claim a g a i n s t ?  
Was t h e  claim se t t led  t o  y o u r  s a t i s f a c t i o n ?  
b I F  CLAIM  WAS  NOT  SETTLED  TO  RESPONDENT'S  SATISFAC- 
TION: Have you t aken   any   fu r the r   ac t ion   r ega rd ing  
t h i s  c l a i m ?  
Yes ; No 
IF  FURTHER  ACTION  TAKEN: What act ion  have  you 
taken?  
71. Have you read o r  heard   anyth ing   concern ing   sonic  booms i n  
the   newspape r s ,   r ad io ,   t e l ev i s ion ,   o r   o the r   sou rces  of i n f o r -  
ma t ion  du r ing  the  pas t  week? 
Yes -; No G I F  HEARD  OR  READ  SOMETHING: From what  source d i d  you  hear 
or read about  i t  and  what d i d  you hea r / r ead?  
SOURCE & A T  HEARD/READ 
INFORM  RESPONDENT  THAT  HE/SHE  MAY  ANSWER  THE  NEXT S RIES OF 
QUESTIONS : "YES, NO, OR UNDECIDED. I' 
72. Have you  formed  any d e f i n i t e  o p i n i o n s  a b o u t  s o n i c  booms? 
Yes ; No -; Undecided 
IF YES, ASK QUESTION 73, IF NO, GO TO  QUESTION 84. 
73. Do you   ob jec t   t o   son ic  booms? 
Yes ; N o  -; Undecided - 
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I F  YES OR UNDECIDED, ASK QUESTIONS 7 4 - 8 3 ;  IF NO, GO TO QUESTION 84 .  
74. 
7 5 .  
76 .  
77 .  
78 .  
79 .  
80 .  
81. 
82. 
83 .  
Would y o u  o b j e c t  t o  s o n i c  booms i f  t hey  occur red  on ly  once  
o r  twice d a i l y ?  
Yes -; No -; Uridecided - 
Would you o b j e c t  t o  s o n i c  booms i f  t h e y  o c c u r r e d  more than  
f i v e  times each day? 
Yes ; No ; Undecided - 
Would you o b j e c t  t o  s o n i c  booms i f  t h e y  o c c u r r e d  o n l y  d u r i n g  
the day and not  a t  n i g h t ?  
Yes - 9  - No ; Undecided 
Would you o b j e c t  t o  s o n i c  booms i f  t hey  occur red  on ly  ove r  
r u r a l  a r e a s  of t he  coun t ry?  
Yes ; No ; Undecided 
Do you f e e l  t h a t  s o n i c  booms should be allowed over land and 
w a t e r ,   o r   j u s t   o v e r  water? (READ  ALTERNATIVES.) 
Land and Water ; Water - , Nei the r  ; Undecided 
Do you f e e l  t h a t  s o n i c  booms a re  a n  i n e v i t a b l e  r e s u l t  of 
p rog res s?  
Yes ; No ; Undecided 
Do you f e e l  t h a t  s o n i c  booms are a v i o l a t i o n  o f  y o u r  r i g h t s ?  
Yes -; No ; Undecided 
Do you  th ink  tha t  a p r i v a t e  c i t i z e n  c a n  do anything about  
son ic  booms? 
Yes -; No -? Undecided 
Do you object more,  less,  o r  abou t  t he  same t o  s o n i c  booms 
now a s  compared wi th  when they  were s t a r t e d  d u r i n g  t h e  
summer? 
More ; Less ; About t h e  same ; Undecided 
Do you b e l i e v e  t h a t  s o n i c  booms can  be  harmful  to  your  hea l th?  
Yes ; No ; Undecided - 
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84. 
85. 
86. 
87. 
88. 
Do you t h i n k  t h a t  s u p e r s o n i c  o v e r f l i g h t s  a r e  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  
the defense of t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s ?  
Yes ; No ; Undecided 
Do you f e e l  t h a t  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  s u p e r s o n i c  a i r c r a f t  is a 
necessa ry  s t ep  in  the  advancemen t  o f  a i r c ra f t ?  
Yes ; No ; Undecided - 
Do you th ink  tha t  the  deve lopment  of new a i r p l a n e s  f l y i n g  
f a s t e r  t h a n  sound w i l l  a l low more p a s s e n g e r s  t o  f l y  a t  a 
greater  speed and thereby do away wi th  some p r e s e n t  a i r -  
c ra f t  p roblems?  
Yes ; No ; Undecided - 
Approximately how many times have you flown a s  a passenger 
on  a j e t  p l a n e  i n  t h e  p a s t  y e a r ?  
A r e  any members of your family employed by e i t h e r  a n  a i r -  
l i n e  company o r  a  company do ing  r egu la r  bus iness  wi th  an  
a i r l i n e  company o r  t he  A i r  Force? 
Yes ; No 
I F  YES: 
NAME OR RELATIONSHIP - E M P L O Y E U  
89. Are you the  head  of   this   household? 
~~ ~ ~~ 
. I  Yes ->. No -
I F  NOT THE HEAD: What i s  y o u r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  t h e  h e a d ?  
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90. Do you own your home, o r  are you r e n t i n g ?  
c IF RENTING:  Approximately  what i s  your  month ly  ren t ,  e x c l u d i n g  f u r n p s h i n g s  a n d  u t i l i t i e s ?  IF  HOME IS  OWNED: Approximately how much would a home l i k e  
t h i s  r e n t  f o r  i n  t h i s  n e i g h b o r h o o d ,  e x c l u d i n g  f u r n i s h -  
i n g s  a n d  u t i l i t i e s ?  
91. How many rooms,  excluding  bathrooms,  does  your  family 
occupy i n  t h i s  h o u s e ?  
92. Please look a t  t h i s  card and  choose  the let ter which  most 
nea r ly   r ep resen t s   your   f ami ly  income. HAND RESPONDENT 
CARD 5. CHECK ONE CATEGORY NUMBER. 
A - ; B - ;  c-; D-;  E - ; F - ; G - ; H -  
93. What i s  t h e  h i g h e s t  level of education  which you  have 
completed? 
Highest  grade(1-12) ; Some c o l l e g e  -; 
Col lege   raduate  ; Graduate   d gree 
IF  RESPONDENT IS NOT HEAD OF  HOUSEHOLD,  ASK: What i s  the  
h i g h e s t  l e v e l  of education completed by the head of 
the household? 
94. Would you p l ease   g ive  m e  your  approximate  age?  That i s ,  
are  you 20 t o   29 ,  30 t o   3 9 ,   e t c . ?  CHECK CORRECT CATEGORY. 
18-19 -; 20-29 -; 30-39 -; 40-49 -; 50-59 -; 60-69 -; 
70 + - 
IF  ESPONDENT IS NOT HEAD OF  HOUSEHOLD,  ASK: What i s  t h e  
age  group  of  the  head of household? CHECK CORRECT 
CATEGORY. 
95. How many p e r s o n s   l i v e   i n   t h i s   h o u s e h o l d ?  
2 4  
96. How many p e r s o n s  f a l l  i n t o  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  a g e  c a t e g o r i e s ?  
Under 18 ; 18-35 ; 35-60 ; over  60 
97. Is the  head of household  employed? 
IF  YES: What i s  h is /her   occupat ion?  
I F  NOT EMPLOYED: What i s  head  of  household  doing a t  p r e s e n t  
( r e t i r ed ,   s eek ing   work ,   e t c . ) ?  
- 
98. I n  case I ' ve   fo rgo t t en   any th ing   and   t he   r e sea rch  team 
o f f i c i a l s  need t o  c a l l ,  what  would be t h e  b e s t  t i m e  and  day? 
99. What i s  the  phone  number h e r e ?  
100. May I p l e a s e   h a v e   y o u r   s o c i a l   s e c u r i t y  number? 
- - "- """ 
101. . May I please havc your name? 
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INTERVIEWER  OBSERVATIONS: DO NOT  ASK  RESPONDENT1 
E t h n i c  group t o  w h i c h  respondent belongs ( A n g l o ,  La t in ,  N e g r o ,  
O t h e r )  
Sex of respondent (CHECK ONE) :  M a l e  ; F e m a l e  
T i m e  f in5shed interview ( 2 4  hour clock) 
(ALSO RECORD TIME ON PAGE 1) 
- 
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SAMPLING PROCEDURE 
A basic assumption for the se l ec t ion  of the sample w a s  t h a t  t h e  
e f fec ts  of  sonic  booms follow a geographic  pattern.  Areas 
d i rec t ly  under  the  f l igh t  pa th  rece ive  a boom of  higher  intensi ty  
than areas t en  o r  twenty miles away.  The sample was thus 
geographically dispersed so as to provide information on a l l  
l eve l s  of boom e f f e c t s .  
I n  a l l  but two of t he  c i t i e s  (At l an ta  and Los Angeles) there were 
mult iple  f l ight  paths  producing a ra ther  general ized effect  over  
a large area.  Areas of t h e  c i t y  t e n  miles apar t  may have received 
the  same i n t e n s i t y  of boom. In  th i s  ca se  the  sample should 
r e f l ec t  r eac t ions  to  f r equency  of boom ra ther  than  in tens i ty .  A 
sample of  t h i s  t ype  was achieved by select ing areas  a long a l i n e  
roughly perpendicular to the fl ight paths.  
In  Atlanta  and Los Angeles the plan was to study both frequency 
and i n t e n s i t y  of booms. Frequency was cont ro l led  for  by se lec t ing  
p a r t  of the sample direct ly  under  and fol lowing the f l ight  path.  
Another p a r t  of t he  sample was selected along a l ine roughly 
perpendicular  to  the  f l igh t  pa th .  Where there  was only one f l i g h t  
path,  the sample drawn on  a perpendicular  l ine designat ing booms 
of lesser  intensi ty  as  dis tance along the perpendicular  l ine 
increased. 
The census  t rac t  was employed a s  the  bas i c  un i t  fo r  s e l ec t ing  the  
sample. In  order  to  col lect  responses  from people a t  d i f f e r e n t  
socioeconomic l e v e l s ,  a measure  of  socioeconomic s t a t u s  (SES) was 
inco rpora t ed  in to  the  c r i t e r i a  of  sample se lec t ion .  The decision 
w a s  made to  inc lude  those  a reas  of t h e  c i t y  which showed wide 
v a r i a t i o n  i n  SES. Data on socioeconomic  variables were r ead i ly  
ava i lab le  from 1960 census  publications.  Information was a l s o  
ava i lab le  from b l o c k  s t a t i s t i c s .  
A - 4  
The numb er of blocks i n  the census t ract  was used as a ro1 
measure of area. Although the la rge  out ly ing  t r ac t s  tend to have 
larger blocks,  they also rece ived  d i f fused  e f fec ts . f rom booms. 
This type of design i s  an  e f for t  a t  approximating a uniform 
sample throughout a l l  levels of boom,effect.  
Selection of Census Tracts  
Three variables--median level of income, median l e v e l  of 
educat ion,  and resident ia l  s tabi l i ty--gave a close approximation 
t o  socioeconomic s ta tus  for  s tudy purposes .  A l l  t h a t  w a s  needed 
was suf f ic ien t  he te rogenei ty .  
Data fo r  t hese  th ree  va r i ab le s  may be found i n  t h e  U.S. Census 
Bureau publ icat ions of census   t rac t s   for   each   c i ty .   Spec i f ica l ly ,  
income i s  the  median  income f o r  a l l  families,  education i s  the  
median number of years of school completed by persons 25 years of 
age and over, and s t a b i l i t y  i s  the percent of those persons 5 years 
old and over who l ived  in  the  same house i n  1955 and 1960. 
An index was devised which  combined the  three  var iab les  in to  one 
value.  Education was  made numerically equivalent to income by 
multiplying by 100, and the index value w a s  obtained by  summing 
the  three  numbers and taking the average. The r e su l t an t  va lue  i s  
thus dependent equally upon income  and education, and, to a lesser 
ex ten t ,  on r e s i d e n t i a l  s t a b i l i t y .  
Next, census t r a c t  maps o f  t he  c i t i e s  were obtained and f l i g h t  
paths drawn onto them. Data on SES were co l lec ted  on a l l  census 
t r a c t s  i n  each c i t y  w i t h i n  20 miles of t h e  f l i g h t  p a t h s  and within 
t h e  c i t y  l i m i t s .  The t r a c t s  i n  e a c h  c i t y  were assigned an index 
value and  grouped in to  h igh ,  medium, and  low SES. 
A- 5 
In cities with multiple  flight  paths  (Chicago,  Dallas/Fort Worth, 
Denver, and  Minneapolis/St. Paul) census  tracts 
from  each  of  the  three SES groups  in  an  attempt 
perpendicular  to  the  flight  paths.  Rarely were 
found  along  a  single  line. The distribution of 
tracts in a  city  does not often.conform to  this 
were selected 
to  form  a  line 
all of the  tracts 
SES by  census 
pattern. The more 
usual pattern is for  census  tracts with a  similar SES rating  to be 
contiguous.  Given  this  situation,  the  only  alternative was to 
select  census  tracts  out of these  three SES groups  at  varying 
distances from the  flight  paths.  The  usual  procedure  was  to 
locate  an  area with low SES tracts  and  to  select  those  which  ran 
along  a  line  perpendicular  to  the  flight  paths,  maintaining  as 
much  spread as possible.  The  medium  and  high SES areas  were 
located  and  the  same  procedure  followed. 
In the  single-flight  path  cities  (Atlanta  and Los Angeles)  the 
same  procedure  was  followed  except  that  additional  census  tracts 
following  under  the  flight  path  were  necessary.  In  Atlanta  it 
was not feasible  to  draw  varying SES levels  under  the  flight  path 
since  it  crossed  over  the  northern  part  of  the  city. In Los 
Angeles,  however,  enough  variation  existed  under  and  parallel to 
the  flight  path  to  allow  selection  of high, medium  and low SES 
census  tracts. However, the  validity  of  the  sampling  procedure 
in Los Angeles  may  be  questioned  due  to  the  variety  of  flight 
tracks  in  that  city  due  to  supersonic  flights  other  than  those 
of the SR-71. 
Selection of Blocks 
After  the  census  tracts  were  selected,  a  random  procedure  was 
used  to  locate  blocks.  The  number  of  interviews  per  block was set 
at  four.  This  seemed  reasonable  and  would  assure  consistency 
throughout  the  interview-gathering  phase  of  the  study. 
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The actual  procedure for  select ion of  blocks was as follows. The 
t o t a l  number of  in te rv iews  des i red  in  a p a r t i c u l a r  c i t y  was 
divided by four  ( the number of  interviews per  block) .  The r e s u l t  
was the  number of  blocks  needed i n  t h a t  c i t y .  Next, the grand 
t o t a l  of a l l  b locks  in  a l l  selected census t racts  w a s  found.  This 
sum was divided by the  number of blocks needed, yielding a sampling 
rat io .  This  sampling rat io  was then mult ipl ied by the  number of 
blocks for each selected census t rac t .  The r e s u l t  gave the  number 
of blocks i n  each  par t icu lar  census  t rac t .  
For  example, i n  Dallas 450 interviews were needed.  This number 
divided by four  i s  approximately equal to 115, the  number of 
blocks in  Dallas r equ i r ed  fo r  t he  sample: The t o t a l  number of 
b locks  in  a l l  o f  t he  se l ec t ed  t r ac t s  i n  Dallas i s  equa l  t o  1 3 2 7 .  
This number divided by 115 i s  equa l  t o  .0866, the  sampling rat io .  
One o f  t he  se l ec t ed  t r ac t s  i n  Dallas i s  census  t rac t  4 A 2 ,  which 
contained a t o t a l  of 40 blocks. When .0866 i s  mult ipl ied by 4 0 ,  
t h e  r e s u l t  i s  equa l  t o  4 ,  when rounded t o  a whole  number. Thus, 
w e  would now look for  four  blocks in  census t ract  4A2 i n  which t o  
sample. 
The select ion of  the blocks in  each census t ract  was accomplished 
with the use of a t a b l e  of random numbers, thus assuring random- 
ness of se lec t ion .  In  the example  of t r a c t  4 A 2 ,  blocks 2 0 ,   2 4 ,  
27 and 3 2  were randomly  chosen.  Blocks in  o ther  census  t rac ts  
were chosen s imi la r ly .  Once the  blocks were located,  interviewers 
were ins t ruc ted  to  begin  a t  the northeast  corner of the block 
(or  the northernmost  par t  i f  the block w a s  not square or 
rec tangular ) ,  to  s t a r t  a t  the  four th  dwel l ing  uni t  un t i l  four  
interviews had  been c o l l e c t e d .  I f ,  f o r  some reason,  interviews 
could not be collected on a par t icu lar  b lock ,  an  a l te rna te  w a s  
provided by following the same procedures. 
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Form C Sample -
Time I was concerned with collecting  a  sample of persons  geo- 
graphically  dispersed  and  potentially  subject to varying  frequency 
and  intensity of sonic  boom.  Time  I1 is Concerned with collecting 
data  related  to  reactions to frequency  and  intensity of boom. 
Interest is, therefore,  primarily  focused  on  those who complain 
about  the  booms  and/or  those who file  a  claim as a  result of the 
boom. 
Since  the  probability of an individual  being  interviewed  in  Time I 
of the  study  and  also  complaining  or  filing  a  claim  was  extremely 
low,  a  strategy of group  comparisons  was  employed. The process  of 
sampling  follows  this  strategy.  Individuals who lived  in  areas 
where  there were complaints  were  sampled  along  with  those who 
complained. In addition,  those who were  sampled  in  Time I were 
sampled  again  after  they  had  been  exposed  to  booms,  even  though 
they  did not complain. 
Structure  of  the  SamDle 
. In Time I1 the  total  sample was divided  into  a  number  of  sub- 
samples,  complainants,  non-complainants, and  pre-tested 
individuals. 
Complainants were divided  into  groups of those who filed  a  claim 
(claimants)  and  those who did not file  a  claim (complainants). 
Complainants were further  broken  down  into  "quota"  complainants 
(those who complained  but  did not file  a  claim and who were also 
located in census  tracts  where  interviews ere gathered in Time 11; 
"random"  complainants  (those who complained  but  did not file  a 
claim  and who were not located in census  tracts  where  interviews 
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were collected in Time I) ; and  "outlying"  complainants  (those who 
complained  but  did not file  a  claim  and who were located  outside 
the  boundaries  of  the  sampling  plan  of Time I--typically in the 
outlying  areas of the  six cities). An example of the  distribution 
of  the  various  complainants  in  relation  to  the SR-71 flight  path 
can  be  seen in the  following  map of Los Angeles  County. 
Non-complainants  are  those  individuals who have  not  complained 
and who had not been  interviewed  in  Time I. This  sample was drawn 
from.residents in  close  proximity  to  complainants  and/or  claimants. 
The  non-complainant  subsample was not instituted until after  the 
interviewing  had  been  completed  in  Dallas  and  Denver. 
Pretested  individuals  are  those who were interviewed in Time I of 
the  study  and who were also  interviewed in Time 11. This  group 
was divided  into  "quota"  pretested  (those who were interviewed in 
both  time  period?  and who lived in census  tracts where complaints 
or  claims  were  registered)  and  "random"  pretested  (those w  were 
interviewed in both  time  periods  and who did not live in census 
tracts  where  complaints  or  claims were registered). 
In  summary,  there  are  seven  achieved  sub-samples: 
1) Claimants 
2) Quota complainants 
3)  Random complainants 
4 )  Outlying complainants 
5) Quota pretested 
6)  Random  pretested 
7) Non-complainants. 
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Sources of the  Sample 
Claimants were derived  from U.S. Air Force claim  lists.  These 
lists  gave  such  information  as  the  name of the  claimant,  the 
command in,which  he was registered,  the  type of claim,  the  amount 
of  claim,,  and  the  amount of award. 
Complainants were derived  from  logs kept at  the  sonic  boom  com- 
plaint  centers near the  six  cities.  These  complaint  centers  are 
Carswell  AFB  (Dallas/Fort Worth), Lowry AFB (Denver), Warner 
Robins  AFB (Atlanta), International  Airport  (Minneapolis/St. Paul), 
Chanute  AFB (Chicago),  and  the  Air Force  Judge  Advocate  or  Space 
Systems  Division in Los Angeles. 
SamDle  Selection 
Compilation  of  the  sample  began  with  a  careful  examination of the
claim and  complaint  lists.  Since  addresses  were  not  listed  for 
claims, names on this  list  had  to  be  compared  with  names on the 
complaint  lists.  After  a  thorough  examination,  lists  were 
compiled  of  claimants  and  complainants  for  each  city. 
The  locations of all  available  claimants  and  complainants  were 
then  plotted  on  street  maps  of  the  various  cities.  After this, 
census  tract  boundaries were marked on the  same  maps.  The  result 
provided  a  visual  representation  of  claims  and  complaints  by 
geographical  distribution. A record  was  then  made  of  which  census 
tracts  contained  one  or  more  claims  or  complaints. 
The next step was to  locate  pretested  individuals.  This  was  not 
difficult  since names, addresses,  and  census  tract  locations were 
gathered  on  these  individuals  during  Phase I of  the  study. A 
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record  was  then made of which 'census  tracts  contained one or more 
pretested  individuals. 
Comparisons were made  between  response  rates in those  census 
tracts which contained  one  or  more  claimant or complainant  and 
one  or  more Time I interviewees,  between  those which contained 
one or  more  claimant  or  complainant  but no Time I interviewees, 
and  those  which  contained  only  Time I interviewees.  The  first 
comparison  located  quota  complainants (or  claimants)  and  quota 
pretested. The second  located  random  complainants,  while  the 
third  shows  random  pretested.  In  this  category,  complaints were 
scattered  beyond  the  boundaries  of  the  city.  These  complaints 
constituted  outlying  complainants. 
By planning  for 737 interviews  of  complainants  it  was  felt  that 
approximately 600 would  be  valid  and  complete.  The  number in 
each  sample  of  complainants  for  each  city  proved  to  be  a  reasonable 
estimate  of  the  number  obtainable  from  the  total  number of com- 
plainants  and  was  based  upon  a  knowledge of the  conditioFs 
affecting  interview  completions. 
The  number  of  pretested  individuals in the  sample  for  each  city 
depended  upQn  the  number  of  complainants. In each  city an attempt 
was  made  to  interview an equal  number of complainants  and  pre- 
tested  alike. How close  these  numbers  equal  each  other  depends, 
of  course, on the  difficulty of obtaining  interviews in a  particu- 
lar  city  and  the  number  of  complaints  recorded  by  the USAF. 
The  number  of  non-complainants in each  city  also  depended  on  the 
number  of  complainants.  When  interviewers were assigned  either  a 
claimant  or  a  complainant,  they  were  also  instructed to obtain an 
additional  interview  in  the  same  block  but not closer  than  two 
housing  units. 
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Because of the  focus on complaint,  emphasis  in  sampling was placed 
on obtaining  the  claimants,  forced  complainants,  and  forced  pre- 
tested  samples.  If  these  sources were exhausted,  sampling 
continued with the  random  complainants  and  random  pretested. 
An illustration of a  distribution  of  the  sample in relation  to an 
SR-71 flight  path  is  presented in Figure A.l,  showing  the  county 
of Los Angeles. The census  tracts  in which interviews  with com- 
plainants were obtained  following  the SR-71 overflight  program 
represent  about  one-sixth  of  the  tracts  from  which  complaints were 
registered.  Additional  interviews were obtained  with  neighbors 
of  complainants,  i.e., the  "control"  interviews  in  these  complain- 
ant  areas  as well as in other  areas  designated  "sample  tracts"  in 
the  legend. 
The  distribution  of  the  sample  in Los Angeles  is  typical of the 
distribution  in  Atlanta,  Denver  and  Dallas/Fort  Worth. 
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES .. SEE INSERT MAP FOR NORTHERN  PART OF COUNTY 
LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA , '  , . :' L;: 1. - . .^  ! . .  
NOPTHEPN PART OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
FIG. - SR-71 BOOM PATHS AND SAMPLING TRACTS 
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SAMPLE  TRACTS 
WITH  COMPLAINTS - 
BOOM TRACK "
Sound 
Table A.l 
DEGREE OF ANNOYANCE BY CERTAIN SOUNDS: 
MERGED  SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
Time I 
Automobiles  and/or  trucks 
Aircraft  operations 
Neighborhood  Children 
Dogs and other pets 
People 
Motorcycles or  hot rods 
Trains 
Sirens 
Construction 
Lawn  mowers/garbage 
collection 
Sonic Booms 
N = 3,391 
Not At All 
0 1 
4 2  16 
47 19 
6 1  16 
59 16 
7 2  13 
44 19 
86 7 
6 1  17 
88 7 
73 14 
60 1 7  
2 
1 5  
14 
11 
11 
7 
1 2  
3 
10 
3 
8 
9 
3 
14 
10 
7 
8 
5 
13 
2 
8 
2 
4 
6 
Very Of ten 
4 
13 
10 
5 
7 
3 
13 
2 
4 
1 
2 
8 
Time I: June-July 1967 
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Merged 
Atlanta 
Dallas 
Denver 
Los Angeles 
N = 967 
Table A .  2 
ATTITUDINAL  POSITION BY BOOM 
(In Percent) 
Time I1 
Least  Negative 
0 1 
16 2 4  
47 19 
16 27 
11 22 
14 2 4  
2 
33 
1 9  
3 4  
35 
33 
Most  Negative 
3 
27 
14 
23 
32 
28 
Time 11: February-April 1968 
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Table A .  3 
ANTICIPATED RESPONSES TO S O N I C  BOOMS 
Time I 
Percent  Percent  Percent 
Non- Indif-  Percent  Percent No 
Negative  ferent  Negative  R sidual Comment N 
Merged Sample 9 1 9  62 .4 10 3391  
Atlanta 8 13 6 4  .5 15 1018 
Dallas 5 28 52  .8 14 860 
Denver 1 5   2 1  58 .2 6 908 
Los Angeles 7 15 77 .2 2 605 
Time I: June-July 1967 
Question: .53 (Form B) 
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Table A . 4  
DETAILED  ANTICIPATED  RESPONSES  TO S NIC BOOM: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
Time  I 
Non-negative 9 
Indifference 
Simple 
Indifference  with 
Rationalization 
Negative 
General 
Structural 
Consequences 
Social 
Consequences 
Psychological 
Consequences 
Combinations 
Has or Would  Move 
Because  of  Boom 
Residual 
No Comment 
N = 3,391 
19 
15 
4 
62 
39 
2 
.3 
1 6  
.7 
4 
.5 
10 
Time I: June-July 1967 
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Table A. 5 
DETAILED  ANTICIPATED  RESPONSES TO SONIC BOOM: ATLANTA 
Time  I 
Non-negative 7.86% 
Indif f erence 12.86% 
Simple 9.23% 
Indifference  with 
Rationalization 3.63% 
Negative 64.04% 
General 39.98% 
Structural 
Consequences 
Soc ial 
Consequences 
Psychological 
Consequences 
1.57% 
.39% 
17.98% 
Combinations .29% 
Has or Would Move 
Because of Boom 3.83% 
Residual 
No Comment 
N = 1 , 0 1 8  
Time I: June-July 1967 
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Table A.6  
DETAILED ANTICIPATED  RESPONSES TO SONIC BOOM: DALLAS 
Time I 
Non-negative  5.23% 
Ind i f f e rence  28.49% 
Simple  21.86% 
Ind i f f e rence  wi th  
Ra t iona l i za t ion  6.63% 
Negative  51.52% 
General  31.98% 
S t r u c t u r a l  
Consequences 
Soc ia l  
Consequences 
Psychological 
Consequences 
1.28% 
.12% 
15.35% 
Combinations .12% 
Has or Would Move 
Because  of Boom 2.67% 
Residual .82% 
No comment 13.95% 
N = 860 
T i m e  I :  June-July 1967 
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Table A . 7  
DETAILED  ANTICIPATED RESPONSES TO SONIC BOOM: DENVER 
Time I 
Non-negative 14.76% 
Indifference 
Simple 
Indifference  with 
Rationalization 
20.70% 
17.51% 
3.19% 
Negative 58.25% 
General 41.30% 
Structural 
Consequences 
Social 
Consequences 
Psychological 
Consequences 
2.42% 
.11% 
10.79% 
Combinations .66% 
Has or Would  Move 
Because of Boom 
Residual 
No Comment 
2.97% 
N = 908 
Time I: June-July 1967 
.22% 
6.06% 
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Table - A .  8 
DETAILED ANTICIPATED. RESPONSES TO SONIC BOOM: LOS ANG~LES 
Time I 
Non-negative 6.61% 
Indifference 
Simple 
Indifference  with 
Rationalization 
Negative 
General 
Structural 
Consequences 
Social 
Consequences 
Psychological 
Consequences 
14.88% 
11.57% 
3.31% 
76.52% 
43.80% 
1.98% 
.66% 
22.48% 
Combinations 2.15% 
Has or Would  Move 
Because of Boom 5.45% 
Residual .17% 
No Comment 1.82% 
N = 605 
Time I: June-July 1967 
T a b l e  A . 9  
RANK ORDER OF CITIES BY PERCENTAGE OF NEGATIVE 
ANTICIPATED  RESPONSES TO SONIC BOOM 
Time I 
C i t y  
Los A n g e l e s  
Percent Negative 
77 
A t l a n t a  64 
Denver 58 
Dallas 52 
Time I: June-July 1967 
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Table A. 10 
Non-negative 
Indifferent 
Negative 
Residual 
No comment 
N =  
ANTICIPATED  REACTIONS TO THE SONIC  BOOM 
BY OCCUPATION: MERGED  SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
Time  I 
Occupational Level 
Low Medium  High 
6 9 10 
1 9   2 1  19  
57  60  66 
1 1 1 
1 7  10  4 
100 100  100 
4 2 1   7 7 0   1 , 2 5 2  
Time I: June-July 1967 
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T a b l e  A .  11 
ANTICIPATED  REACTIONS TO  THE SONIC BOOM BY HOUSING COST: 
MERGED  SAMPLE 
(In P e r c e n t )  
Time I 
R e n t  o r  House Cost  
Non-negative 
I n d i f f e r e n t  
Negative 
R e s i d u a l  
No comment 
N =  
Low 
8 
2 1  
54 
1 
1 6  
100 
1 , 1 7 1  
Medium 
10 
1 9  
66  
1 
4 
100 
1 , 155 
Time I: June-July 1 9 6 7  
High 
9 
14 
74 
0 
4 
100 
513 
Table Ai 12 
ANTICIPATED REACTIONS TO THE SONIC BOOM BY OWNERSHIP 
OF HOUSE: MERGED SAMPLE 
( In  Percent )  
Time I 
Own o r  Rent 
Own Rsnt 
Non-negative 
I n d i f f e r e n t  
Negative 
Residual 
No comment 
N =  
9  9 
19 
63 
21 
5 7  
1 1 
7 '1 3 
100 100 
2,393 939 
Time 1: June-July 1967 
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Table A. 13 
ANTICIPATED  REACTIONS TO THE SONIC  BOOM BY INCOME: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
Time  I 
Income 
Low Medium  High 
Non-negative 
Indifferent 
Negative 
Residual 
No comment 
N =  
8 11 9 
20  20 1 7  
57 63 70 
1 I. 1 
15 5 3 
100 100 100 
1 , 2 4 5  1,106 548 
Time I: June-July 1967 
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Table A .  14 
ANTICIPATED REACTIONS TO THE SONIC BOOM BY EDUCATION: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
Time I 
Education 
Less Than High Some College Graduate 
High Sch. School o r  Col. Grad. Training 
Non-nega t ive  7  9  9 13 
Ind i f f e ren t  1 9  20 2 1   1 2  
Negative 55 64 6 5  7 1  
Residual 1 1 1 0 
No comment 18 6 4 4 
100 100 100 100 
N =  1,159  1,009  972 211 
Time I: June-July 1967 
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Table A .  15 
HAVING DEFINITE  OPINION ABOUT THE SONIC BOOM BY OCCUPATION: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
Time I1 
Occupation 
Yes 
Undecided 
No 
Residual 
N =  
Low Medium 
22 35 
16 13 
62 52 
0 0 
100 LOO 
63 173 
High 
50 
12 
38 
1 
100 
499 
Time TI: February-April  1968 
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Table A.  16 
HAVING DEFINITE O P I N I O N  ABOUT THE S O N I C  BOOM BY INCOME: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In  Perc  ent ) 
Time I1 
Education 
Yes 
Undecided 
No 
Residual 
N =  
Less Than High 
High Sch. School 
23 36 
14 12 
63 5 1  
0 1 
100 100 
164  342 
Some College 
o r  Col .  Grad. 
46 
15 
39 
0 
100 
395 
T i m e  11: February  April  1968 
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Graduate 
Training 
61  
12 
28 
0 
100 
99 
Table A .  1 7  
HAVING  DEFINITE  OPINION  ABOUT  THE  SONIC BOOM BY EDUCATION: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In Percent ) 
T i m e  I1 
I n c o m e  
Low M e d i u m   H i g h  
Y e s  
U n d e c i d e d  
, 
No 
R e s  idua 1 
N =  
26 44 53 
13  14 
6 1   4 3  
0 1 
100 100 
14 
33 
0 
100 
190  422  236 
T i m e  11: F e b r u a r y - A p r i l  1968 
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Annoyance 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
N =  
Table A .  18 
DEGREE OF ANNOYANCE BY OCCUPATION: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
T i m e  I 
Low 
66 
1 5  
7 
6 
6 
100 
4 2 1  
Occupation 
Medium 
60 
1 6  
10 
6 
8 
100 
7 70 
Time I: June-July  1967 
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High 
5 4  
19 
11 
6 
9 
100 
1 , 2 5 2  
T a b l e  A .  19 
Annoyance 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
N =  
DEGREE OF ANNOYANCE  BY  HOUSING COST: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In P e r c e n t )  
Time I 
Low 
6 4  
1 6  
9 
5 
6 
100 
1 , 1 7 1  
Rents or  House Cost 
Medium 
6 0  
1 6  
9 
6 
8 
100 
1,155 
High 
4 3  
2 4  
1 2  
10 
11 
100 
513 
Time I: June-July 1 9 6 7  
A - 3 2  
T a b l e  A .  20 
A n n o y a n c e  
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
N =  
DEGREE OF ANNOYANCE BY IDME  OWNERSHIP: 
MERGED  SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
T i m e  I 
Owner o r  R e n t e r  
OWn R e n t  
56 68 
18 15 
10 8 
7 5 
9  5 
100  100 
2,393 939 
T i m e  I: June-July 1967 
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A n n o y a n c e  
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
N =  
Table A .  21 
DEGREE OF ANNOYANCE BY INCOME: 
MERGED  SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
T i m e  I 
I n c o m e  
Low M e d i u m  
65 
15  
8 
6 
58  
20 
1 0  
6 
7 6 
100  100 
1 , 2 4 5   1 , 1 0 6  
T i m e  I: June-July 1967 
H i g h  
5 4  
1 8  
9 
8 
11 
100 
548 
Table A .  22 
Annoyance 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
N =  
DEGREE OF ANNOYANCE BY EDUCATION: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
Time I 
Education 
Less Than , High 
High Sch. School 
64 56 
15 1 9  
8 11 
6  6 
7 8 
100 100 
1 159 1 009 
Some College 
or Col. Grad. 
56 
1 7  
10 
8 
9 
100 
972 
Gra dua t e 
Training 
53 
22 
10 
9 
5 
100 
211  
Time I: June-July 1967 
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Table A .  23 
How Often 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
N =  
FREQUENCY OF ANNOYANCE BY OCCUPATION: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
Time I 
Occupation 
L o w  
65 
20 
7 
4 
3 
100 
421 
Time I: June-July 
Medium High 
58 52 
23 27 
10 11 
4 
4 
99 
7 70 
196 7 
6 
4 
100 
1 , 2 5 2  
A-36 
Table A .  24 
How Often 
0 
4 
N =  
FREQUENCY OF ANNOYANCE BY-HOUSING  COST: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
T i m e  I 
Rent o r  House C o s t  
Low Medium High 
63   58   42  
22 
8 
5 
23 
10 
5 
29 
1 3  
9 
3 4 7 
100 100 100 
1 , 1 7 1   1 , 1 5 5   5 1 3  
Time I: June-July 1967 
A-37 
How Often 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
N =  
T a b l e  A .  25 
FREQUENCY OF ANNOYANCE BY HOME OWNERSHIP: 
MERGED  SAMPLE 
(In P e r c e n t )  
Time I 
Own o r  R e n t  
OWn 
56 
18 
10 
7 
9 
100 
2,393 
Time I: June-July 1 9 6 7  
R e n t  
68 
15 
8 
5 
5 
100 
939 
A-38 
How Often 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
N =  
Table A .  26 
FREQUENCY OF ANNOYANCE BY INCOME: 
MERGED  SAMPLE, 
(In Percent) 
T i m e  I 
I n c o m e  
Low M e d i u m  
63  57 
22 
7 
26 
10 
4 4 
3  3 
100 100 
1 245 1 106 
T i m e  I: June-July 1967 
High 
53 
22 
10 
9 
5 
100 
548 
A-39 
How Often 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
N =  
Table A.  27 
FREQUENCY OF ANNOYANCE BY EDUCATION: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
T i m e  I 
Less Than High 
High Sch. School 
63  56 
22  25 
8 10 
4 5 
3 4 
100 100 
1 , 1 5 9   1 , 0 0 9  
Some College 
o r  Col.  Grad. 
5 4  
24 
10 
7 
4 
99 
9 72 
T i m e  I: June-July 1967  
Graduate 
Training 
5 9  
25 
9 
4 
3 
100 
211 
N o  sound 
B o o m  
O t h e r  
N =  
Table A .  28 
MOST ANNOYING SOUND BY OCCUPATION: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
T i m e  I 
Low 
1 8  
8 
7 4  
100 
4 2 1  
T i m e  I: June-July 
O c c u p a t i o n  
M e d i u m  
16  
6 
78 
LOO 
7 70 
1967 
H i g h  
1 3  
9 
78 
100 
1,252 
A - 4 1  
No sound 
B o o m  
O t h e r  sound 
N =  
Table A .  29 
MOST ANNOYING  SOUND  BY  HOUSING  COST: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
T i m e  I 
Rent o r  H o u s e  C o s t  
Low M e d i u m   H i g h  
1 5  15 14  
5 9 11 
79  76  75 
100 100 100 
1 , 1 7 1  1 , 1 5 5  5 13 
T i m e  I: June-July 1967 
A - 4 2  
~ .. ...-.. . . ."". ......""..."I. - 111 
Table A .  30 
MOST ANNOYING SOUND BY HOME OWNERSHIP: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
Time I 
Owner o r  Renter 
No sound 
Boom 
Other sound 
N =  
Own 
17 
9 
74 
100 
2,393 
Rent 
15 
4 
81 
I00 
939 
Time I: June-July 1967 
A-43 
Table A . 3 1  
No sound 
Boom 
Other  sound 
N =  
MOST  ANNOYING SOUND BY INCOME:. 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
Time I 
Low Medium 
1 8  14 
7 7 
75  79 
100 100 
1 , 2 4 5   1 , 1 0 6  
T i m e  I: June-July 1967 
High 
14 
11 
76 
100 
548 
A - 4 4  
No sound 
Boom 
Other  sounds 
N =  
Table A .  32 
MOST ANNOYING SOUND BY EDUCATION: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
T i m e  I 
Education 
Less Than High Some Graduate 
High School School College Training 
18 1 6   1 6  12  
7 8 9 7 
76  76  75 81 
100 100 100 100 
1 , 1 5 9   1 , 0 0 9   9 7 2  211 
Time I: June-July 1967  
A-45 
Table A.33 
PERCENT I N  UPPER TWO CATEGORIES OF BOOM DISTURBANCE 
OF ACTIVITIES BY OCCUPATION: MERGED SAMPLE 
Time I 
Relaxing inside 
Relaxing outside 
Sleeping 
Conversation 
Telephone 
Record l i s t e n i n g  
Radio and TV 
Reading 
Eating 
N =  
Low 
27 
1 2  
1 2  
9 
6 
0 
15  
9 
3 
Occupation 
Medium 
36 
1 8  
10 
1 8  
28 
12 
30 
12 
14 
High 
32 
19 
15 
15 
1 7  
12 
18 
2 1  
9 
33 50 117 
Time I: June-July 1967 
A-46 
Table A. 34 
PERCENT I N  UPPER TWO CATEGORIES OF BOOM DISTURBANCE 
OF ACT,IVITIES BY HOUSING COST: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
Time I 
Relaxing inside 
Relaxing outside 
Sleeping 
Conversation 
Telephone 
Record l i s t e n i n g  
Radio and TV 
Reading 
Eating 
N =  
Low 
38 
1 7  
14 
14 
1 7  
9 
1 7  
13 
1 2  
Rent o r  House Cost  
Medium 
31 
1 7  
6 
13 
1 7  
6 
19 
15 
8 
64 10 3 
High 
39 
2 1  
19 
19 
18 
16 
19 
23 
12  
57 
T i m e  I: June-July 1967 
A-47 
Table A .  35 
PERCENT I N  UPPER TWO CATEGORIES OF BOOM DISTURBANCE 
OF ACTIVITIES BY HOME OWNERSHIP: MERGED SAMPLE 
Time I 
Own o r  Rent 
Relaxing inside 
Relaxing outside 
Sleeping 
Conversation 
Telephone 
Record l i s t e n i n g  
Radio and TV 
Reading 
Eating 
N =  
OWn 
3 1  
17 
11 
14 
15 
8 
1 7  
15 
10  
213 
Time I: June-July 1967 
Rent 
48 
21 
17 
1 7  
24 
12 
24 
1 7  
10 
42 
A-48 
Table A.36  
PERCENT I N  UPPER TWO CATEGORIES OF BOOM DISTURBANCE OF 
ACTIVITIES BY INCOME: MERGED SAMPLE 
Time I 
Income 
Relaxing inside 
Relaxing outside 
Sleeping 
Conversation 
Telephone 
Record l i s t e n i n g  
Radio and TV 
Reading 
Eating 
N =  
Low 
39 
22 
8 
16  
19 
8 
22 
1 2  
10  
83 
Medium 
25 
11 
11 
14 
1 6  
5 
18 
18 
10 
79 
High 
41 
20 
1 7  
1 7  
1 7  
14 
20 
22 
14 
59 
Time I: June-July 1 9 6 7  
A-49 
Table A .  37 
PERCENT I N -  UPPER TWO CATEGORIES 
. OF ACTIVITIES BY EDUGAnON: 
Time I 
Relaxing inside 
Relaxing outside 
S 1 eep  ing 
Conversation 
Telephone 
Radio and TV 
Reading 
Eating 
N =  
Less Than 
High School 
43 
2 1  
7 
1 3  
16 
22 
11 
1 2  
76 
OF BOOM DISTURBANCE 
FERGED SAMPLE 
Education 
High Some 
School College 
16  25 
13  15  
9 1 5  
11 17 
1 9  15 
15 1 9  
15 1 7  
10 7 
79 88 
T i m e  I: June-July 1967 
A-50 
Graduate 
Training 
53  
40 
33 
20 
20 
1 3  
27 
13 
15 
Table A .  38  
F ir s t sound 
t o  Eliminate 
FIRST SOUND TO ELIMINATE BY OCCUPATION: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In  Percent ) 
Time I1 
Occupation 
Sonic boom 
Other  sound 
N =  
F i r s t  sound 
to Eliminate 
Sonic boom 
Other sound- 
N =  
Low Medium 
12 20 
88  80 
100  100 
57  163 
Table A. 39 
FIRST SOUND TO ELIMINATE BY INCOME: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
Time I1 
Income 
Low Medium 
11 20 
8 9   8 0  
100 100 
75  406 
Time 11: February-April 1 9 6 8  
High 
24 
76 
100 
485 
High 
27 
73 
100 
234  
A-51 
Table A .  40 
FIRST SOUND TO ELIMINATE BY EDUCATION: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
Time I1 
Education 
First Sound Less Than 
TO Eliminate High School 
Sonic boom 1 2  
Other  sound 88 
100 
N =  1 3 9  
Adjective 
Index 
0 
1 
2 
3 
N =  
High Some 
School College 
24  20 
76  80 
100 100 
330  383 
Table A . 4 1  
ADJECTIVE INDEX SCORE BY OCCUPATION: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
Time I1 
Graduate 
Training 
26 
74  
100 
98 
Occupation 
Low Medium 
28   21  
1 9  1 9  
33  37 
19  23 
100  100 
57  1 6  3 
High  
1 2  
25 
32 
3 1  
100 
485 
Time 11: February-April 1 9 6 8  
A-52 
Table A . 4 2  
Ad j ec tive 
Index 
N =  
ADJECTIVE INDEX SCORE BY INCOME: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
T i m e  I1 
Income 
Low Medium 
22   13  
1 8  25 
22  29 
38  34 
100 100 
175 406 
High 
1 3  
25 
26 
35 
100 
234  
T i m e  11: February-April 1968 
Table A.43  
ADJECTIVE INDEX SCORE BY EDUCATION: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
(In Percent) 
Time I1 
Education 
Adjective Less Than High Some Graduate Total 
Index High School School College Training Sample 
23 14 14 18 15 
22 26 23  27  24 
33  33 36 23  34 
22  28 26 32  27 
100 LOO 100 100 100 
N =  139  330  383  98  481 
T i m e  11:  February-April 1968 
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Table A . 4 4  
PERCENT REPORTING INTERFERENCE I N  ACTIVITIES BY OCCUPATION: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
Time I1 
Occupation 
Low Medium High 
Relaxing  inside 35  34   43  
Relaxing outside 18  28  38 
Sleeping 12  23  25 
Talking on telephone 18  23 28 
Record l i s t e n i n g  16  23 26 
Radio and TV 23  23  26 
Reading or   conce trat ing 25  30  42 
Eating 
N =  
1 6   1 9  
57  163  
19 
485 
Time 11: February-April 1968 
A-55 
Table A .  4 5  
PERCENT  REPORTING  INTERFERENCE  OF  ACTIVITIES BY INCOME: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
Relaxing  inside 
Relaxing  outside 
Sleeping 
Talking  on  telephone 
Record listening 
Radio  and TV 
Reading or Concentrating 
Ea t ing 
N =  
Time I1 
Low 
35 
2 9  
25 
2 1  
1 8  
29 
27 
14 
175  
Income 
Medium 
43  
3 4  
23 
25 
25 
29 
38 
1 9  
406 
High 
43  
3 9  
23 
27 
27 
23 
44 
1 9  
234  
Time 11: February-April 1 9 6 8  
A-56 
Tab le  A :46 
PERCENT MPORTING INTERFERENCE OF ACTIVITIES BY EDUCATION: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
T i m e  I1 
Education 
Relaxing inside 
Relaxing outside 
Sleeping 
Talking on 
telephone 
Record l i s t e n i n g  
Radio o r  TV 
Reading o r  
concentrating 
Eating 
N =  
Less Than 
High School 
29 
22 
1 9  
13 
10 
22 
20 
1 2  
13 9 
High Some 
School College 
4 2  41 
35   35  
23  27 
26  30 
24  28 
29  27 
38 40 
1 9   1 9  
330 383 
Graduate 
Training 
38 
32  
20 
1 5  
20 
1 9  
36 
13 
98 
Time 11: February-April 1968  
A-57 
Table A.47 
PERCENT HAVING CORRECT INFORMATION BY OCCUPATION: 
MERGED  SAMPLE 
T i m e  I 
Occupation 
What causes sonic booms 
What does "SST" mean 
What does "mach one" 
me an 
Heard o r  read about booms 
N =  
Low Medium 
12 19 
3 8 
4 8 
46  63 
421 7 70 
High 
27 
20 
21 
7 4  
1,252 
T i m e  T :  June-July 1967 
A-58 
Table A.48 
PERCENT HAVING CORRECT INFORMATION BY HOUSING  COST: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
T i m e  I 
Rent o r  House Cost 
Low Medium 
What causes  sonic booms 15 24 
What does "SST" mean 4 13 
What does "mach one" 
mean 5 
Heard or  read about 
booms 48 
13 
69 
N =  1 , 1 7 1  1 , 155 
T i m e  I: June-July  1967 
High 
28 
26 
24 
78 
5 13 
Table A .  4 9  
PERCENT HAVING CORRECT INFORMATION BY HOME OWNERSHIP: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
Time I 
Owner o r  Renter 
OWn Rent 
What causes sonic booms 
What does "SST" mean 
What does "mach one" mean 
Heard o r  read about booms 
N =  
Time I :  
22 1 7  
12 10 
12 10 
64 
2 ,393  
June-July 1967 
57 
93 9 
A - 6 0  
T a b l e  A .  50 
PERCENT HAVING CORRECT  INFORMATION BY INCOME: 
mRGED SAMPLE 
Time I 
Income 
Low Medium 
What causes  sonic booms 15 23 
What does "SST" mean 4 14 
What does "mach one" 
mean  5 15  
Heard or  readab ut booms 49 7 1  
N =  1,245  1,106 
High 
31 
27 
25 
79 
548 
Time I: June-July 1967 
A - 6 1  
Table A.  51 
PERCENT HAVING CORRECT  INFORMATION BY EDUCATION: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
T i m e  I 
Educ a t ion 
Less Than High Some Graduate 
High School School College Training 
What causes sonic 
booms 11 2 1  30 29 
What does "SST" 
mean 2 8 22 29 
What does "mach one" 
mean 2 9 22 29 
Heard o r  read about 
booms 43 66 7 7  82 
N =  1,159  1,009  9 72 211 
T i m e  I :  June-July 1967 
A-62 
Table A .  52 
PERCENT  HAVING  CORRECT  INFORMATION: 
MERGED SAMPLE 
T i m e  I 
Sample 
What causes sonic booms 20 
What does "SST" mean 11 
What does "mach one" mean 1 2  
Heard or read  about booms 62 
N =  3,391 
T i m e  I :  June-July, 1967 
A-63 
Table A .  53 
DENSITY OF COMPLAINTS OR CLAIMS BY CITY 
* 
I 
cr\ Number Number To  tal Population Number Complaining 
-P of Of Complaining in or Claiming 
City  Complainants  Claimants  or Claiming SMSA, 1967 per 100,000 persons 
Atlanta 6 1 7 1 ,118  , 907 .6 
Dallas 247 51 298  1,822,498 16.3 
Denver 135 43 178  1 ,022 , 321  17 .4  
Los Angeles 968  322  1290  7,416,966  17.4 
Total  Sample 1356 41 7 1773  11,380,692  15.6 
Table A .  54 
DENSITY OF ACHIEVED  COMPLAINANT  SAMPLE, BY CITY 
Estimated 
Estimated Number  Human 
Number  Sampled Complainants 
Time I1 Number  in Complainants  per Per  100,000 
Sample Complainant 100,000 of sample Population 
City  Size  Sample (1) ('11) 
> Atlanta 87 
I 
cn 
cn 
Dallas  194 
3 
69 
3448 
35567 
.6 
16.4 
Denver  146 51 34931  17.4
Los  Ange  le s 5  92 243 41047 17.4 
Total  Sample  1019  366  35917  15.6 
City 
Table A. 55 
NUMBER OF OVERFLIGHTS AND COMPLAINANTS OR 
CLAIMANTS, BY CITY 
Number  of 
Overflights 
Number  Complainants 
or  Claimants 
Per 100,000 Persons 
Atlanta 5 .6 
Dallas 60 16.4 
Denver 32 17.4 
Los Angeles 2 0.rC 17.4 
Correlation  of  (number of overflights)  and  (number  complainants  or 
claimants per 100,000 persons) : r=.65 
9: These  are  all  that  were  reported by USAF. The experience  of 
TRACOR  personnel  involved in the  interview work leads  us  to  believe 
that  the  actual  number  of  booms  experienced in LA is probably  in 
excess of four  times  this  figure. 
A-66 
a 
Table A. 56 
NUMBER OF OVERFLIGHTS AND ADJECTIVE INDEX 
SCORE, BY C I T Y  
( T i m e  11) 
Number of Mean City Score on 
City  Overf l ights  "Adjective Index" 
Atlanta 5 1.00 
Dallas 60  1.65 
Denver 32 1.87 
Los Angeles 80  (Est.)  1.75 
Mean City Score on 
"Ad j ec t ive  Index" 
Adjusted for House 
Rent Cos t'\ 
.57 
1.66 
1.84 
1.82 
Correlat ion of  (number of  ove r f l i gh t s )  and (mean c i t y  s c o r e  on 
"Adjective Index") : r=. 69 
Correlation of (number of  over f l igh ts )  and (mean c i t y  s c o r e  on 
"Adjective Index" adjusted for Socioeconomic level) 
r=. 78 
T i m e  11: February-April  1968 
* 
The measure of Socioeconomic Level used here i s  House/Rent Cost 
per  month. See Chapter V I 1  f o r  a discussion of the importance of 
t h i s  v a r i a b l e .  
A-67  
Table A. 57 
MEAN  ADJECTIVE  INDEX SCORE FOR PRETEST AND  CONTROL GROUPS 
LOS ANGELES  AND  ATLANTA 
(Time 11) 
Pretested 
Groups 
Los Angeles  1.724 
Atlanta .5 76 
P (Atlanta) = .7872" 
P (Los Angeles) = .0990ik 
Time  11:  February-April  1968 
Control 
Groups 
1.520 
.640 
7k These tests  of  significance  assume  normality  in  the  distribution 
of  the  sample,  and  should  thus  be  viewed  as  indicative  rather 
than  definitive. 
A-68 
Table A .  58 
RENT/HOUSE COST FOR CONTROL AND PRETEST SAMPLES* 
(In  percent) 
(Time  11) 
Rent/House  Cost 
$1 - 99 mo. 
$100 - 1 7 4  mo. 
$175 + 
N 
x = 4 . 6 3  p < .10 2 
;k 9; 
Control 
26 
29  
45 
3 4 4  
Pre-test 
2 9  
37 
34 
41 8 
Time 11: February-April 1968 
-I. ,\ No inference  is  made  here  about  the  comparability  of  house/rent 
costs  in  the  four  cities  under  study.  The  table  refers  to  char- 
acteristics of the  merged  control  and  pre-test  samples. 
** 
A test of significance  assumes  normality  of  the  distribution, 
which has  not  been  demonstrated  in  this  instance. The signifi- 
cance  level  should  thus  be  taken  as indicative.rather than 
definitive. 
A- 69 
Table A .  59 
City 
NUMBER OF OVERFLIGHTS  AND  MEAN  ADJECTIVE  INDEX  SCORE 
FOR COMPLAINANTS, BY CITY 
Atlanta 
Dallas 
Denver 
Los  Angeles 
Mean  City  Score 
Number of on "Ad j ec t ive  Index"- - 
Overflights  Complainant  Subsample 
5 
60  
32 
80 (Est.) 
2.33 
1.87 
2.08 
1.90 
Correlation  of  number  of  overflights  and  mean  city  score  on 
"Adjective  Index" - Complainant  subsample  (Excluding  Atlanta) 
r = 0.78 
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Table A. 60 
City 
NUMBER OF OVERFLIGHTS BY MEAN  ADJECTIVE  INDEX SCORE FOR 
NON-COMPLAINANTS, BY CITY 
Atlanta 
Dallas 
Denver 
Los Angeles 
Mean  City Score 
Number  of on "Adj  ec t ive Index"- - 
Overflights Non-Complainant Subsample 
5 
60 
32 
80 (Est.) 
. 9 3  
1.52 
1.76  
1.65 
Correlation  of  number  of  overflights and mean  city  score  on 
"Adjective Index" - Non-complainant subsample: r = .68 
A-71 
Table A .  61 
City 
NUMBER OF COMPLAINANTS OR COMPLAINTS  AND MEAN 
ADJECTIVE INDEX SCORE, BY CITY 
(Time 11) 
Number  Complainants 
or  Claimants  Per Mean  City  Score 
100,000. Persons on "Ad j ec t ive  Index" 
Atlanta 
Dallas 
Denver 
Los Angeles 
.6 
16.4 
17.4 
17.4 
1.00 
1.65 
1.87 
1.75 
Correlation of number  complainants  or  claimants  per 100,000 
persons  and  mean  city  score  on  "Adjective  Index":  r = .98 
T i m e  11: February-April  1968 
A-72 
Table A. 62 
OccuDation 
OCCUPATION BY COMPLAINANT  BEHAVIOR 
(In percent) 
(Time 11) 
Complainant Non-Complainant 
~ 
L ow 
Medium 
High 
3 
19 
78 
263 N= 
x2 = 27.31 2df P < .001 
Time 11: February-April  1968 
12 
26 
62 
469 
A-73 
Table A.  63 
RENT  OR  HOUSE  COST  BY  COMPLAINANT BEHAVIOR 
(In percent) 
(Time 11) 
Rent or House Cost Complainant 
Low 4 2  
Medium 23 
High 34 
N= 281 
x2 = 1 . 7 2 9 5  2 d f  .50 > P > .30 
Time 11: February-April 1968  
Non-Complainant 
45 
26 
29 
407 
Table A .  64 
HOME OWNERSHIP BY COMPLAINANT  BEHAVIOR 
(In percent) 
(Time 11) 
Home  Ownership, Complainant 
Owner 93 
Non-Complainant 
76  
Renter 7 2 4  
N= 350 
x* = 47.84 l d f  P < .001 
Time 11: February-April 1968 
611 
A- 75 
Income 
Low 
Medium 
High 
N= 
Table A. 65 
INCOME  BY  COMPLAINANT  BEHAVIOR 
(In percent) 
(Time  11) 
Complainant 
17 
50 
33 
31 0 
x* = 5.69 2df .10 > P > .05 
Non-Complainant 
2 1  
42 
37 
638 
Time 11: February-April  1968 
A-76 
Education 
Less  than  High 
6chool 
High  School 
Some  College 
Table A. 66 
EDUCATION BY COMPLAINANT  BEHAVIOR 
(In percent) 
(Time 11) 
Graduate  Training 
N= 
Complainant 
9 
37 
43 
11 
356 
x2 = 2 3 . 4 3  3df  P<.OO1 
Time 11: February-April 1968 
Non-Complainant 
2 1  
33 
38 
9 
639 
A-77 
Table A .  67 
ADJECTIVE INDEX SCORE BY COMPLAINANT BEHAVIOR 
( In  percent )  
(Time 11)  
Adjective Index 
Score  Complainant 
0 9 
1 23 
2 36 
3 33 
N= 366 
x2 = 47.24 3df  P < .001 
T i m e  11: February-April  1968 
A-78  
Non-Complainant 
25 
24 
30 
22 
653 
Table A. 68 
PERCENTAGE OF COMPLAINANTS AND 
NON-COMPLAINANTS  REPORTING  DISTURBANCE OF ACTIVITIES 
Activity 
Relaxing  Inside 
Relaxing  Outside 
Sleeping 
Talking on  Telephone 
Listening  to  Records 
or Tapes 
Radio  or TV Reception 
Reading or Concentrating 
Eating 
(In percent) 
(Time 11) 
Complainant 
58 
46 
33 
35 
33 
37 
52 
58 
N= 360 
Time 11: February-April  1968 
Non-Complainant 
27 
23 
17 
17 
17 
19 
25 
27 
659 
A- 79 
Table A .  69 
NOTICE OF BOOM BY COMPLAINANT BEHAVIOR 
(In  percent ) 
(Time  11) 
How much boom is 
noticed  in  com- 
parison  to  how 
much  neighbors 
notice it Complainant 
Far  Less 
Little  Less 
About Same 
Little  More 
Far  More 
2 
6 
81 
7 
4 
301 N= 
x’ = 30.00 4df P .e .001 
Time 11: February-April 1968 
Non-Complainant 
10 
11 
74 
3 
2 
535 
A- 80 
Table A. 70 
NEIGHBORHOOD  NOISE BY COMPLAINANT  BEHAVIOR 
(In percent) 
(Time 11) 
Number of 
Neighborhood  Noises 
Reported  Complainant 
LOW (0-3) 26 
Non-Complainant 
26 
Medium (4-7) 52 
High (8 - 11) 22 
N= 366 
x2 = 0.18 2df .95 > P < .90 
Time 11: February-April 1968 
54 
21 
653 
A - 8 1  
Table A . 7 1  
REASON TO ELIMINATE  NOISE  BY  COMPLAINANT 
.(In percent) 
bason to Ell- 
Makes too much  noise 
Are  disturbing  at  night 
Unnecessary 
Aggravating,  irritating 
worrisome,  annoying 
Costly,  cause  damage 
Danger to life, 
frightening 
Bad for  nerves 
Interferes  with TV 
Harmful  to  health 
Startling 
So house  wouldn't  shake 
Make  this  more  pleasant 
place  to live 
Would  like to eliminate 
but  realize  is  necessary 
. .  (Time 11) Complainant 
4 
1 
8 
6 
52 
8 
.6 
1 
2 
7 
5 
1 
1 
N= 144 
BEHAVIOR 
Non-Complainant 
6 
0 
6 
17  
26 
13 
6 
2 
0 
15 
4 
2 
2 
47 
Time 11: February-April 1968 
A-82 
Table A. 72 
LEVEL OF DISCUSSION BY COMPLAINANT  BEHAVIOR 
(In percent) 
(Time 11) 
Level of Discussion  Complainants 
Have  an  opinion  56 
Generally  discuss 50 
Discuss iirith family  89 
Hear  discussed 78 
N=  366 
Time 11: February-April  1968 
Non-Complainants 
32  
3 2  
68 
58 
653 
A - 8 3  
Table A .  73 
REASONS FOR SELECTING NEIGHBORHOOD - CHICAGO 
Convenient location 
Liked the house 
Inexpensive housing 
Good community c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
Quiet area 
Safe  for  chi ldren and walking 
a t   n i g h t  
Other 
Total  
N 
358 
114 
113 
104 
68 
52 
148 
957 
Percent 
37.41 
11.91 
11.81 
10.87 
7.11 
5.43 
15.46 
100.00 
A-84 
Table A .  74 
REASONS  FOR  SELECTING NEIGHBORHOOD - MINNEAPOLIS-ST.  PAUL 
N Percent 
Convenient  location 325 38.15 
Inexpensive  housing 126 
Good community cha rac t e r i s t i c s  115 
Liked the  house  108 
Good neighbors 56 
Nice  appearance of neighborhood  43 
Quiet   area 30 
Safe for  ch i ldren  and walking 
a t  n ight  30 
Spacious yards, privacy 
Total  
A - 8 5  
19 
852 
14.79 
13.50 
12.68 
6.57 
5.05 
3.52 
3.52 
2.23 
100.00 
Table A. 75 
NEIGHBORHOOD ADVANTAGES - CHICAGO 
N Percent 
Convenient location 
Good community c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
Quiet  area 
Good neighbors 
Nice appearance of area 
No advantages 
Other 
Total  
397 37.31 
128  12.03 
120  11.28 
124  11.65 
1 1 7  11.00 
61  5.73 
- 117 11.00 
1064  100.00 
A-86 
Table A .  7 6  
NEIGHBORHOOD ADVANTAGES - MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL 
Convenient location 
Good Neighborhood c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
Good neighbors 
Quiet area 
Nice appearance of area 
No advantages 
Other 
Total  
N 
3 9 4  
1 0 3  
8 4  
82  
56 
35 
147 
9 0 1  
Percent 
4 3 . 7 3  
1 1 . 4 3  
9 . 3 2  
9.10 
6 . 2 2  
3 .88  
1 6 . 3 2  
100.00 
A-87 
Table A.77 
NEIGHBORHOOD  ISADVANTAGES - CHICAGO 
Noisy area 
Inconvenient location 
Poor neighborhood c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
Unsafe area 
Poor  neighbors 
Run- down area 
Other 
No disadvantages 
Total  
N 
272 
136 
73 
31 
40 
52 
208 
252 
1064 
-
Percent 
25.56 
12.78 
6.86 
2.91 
3.76 
4.89 
19.55 
23.68 
99.99 
A - 8 8  
Table A.78 
NEIGHBORHOOD DISADVANTAGES - MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL 
N Percent 
Noisy  area 
Inconvenient  location 
Poor  neighbors 
Run-down area 
Overcrowded 
Poor community  characteristics 
Expensive  housing 
Unsafe area 
No disadvantages 
Other 
To tal 
195  
8 4  
38 
33 
28 
65 
35 
43  
244  
136 
901 
2 1 . 6 4  
9 . 3 2  
4 . 2 2  
3.66 
3 . 1 1  
7 . 2 1  
3 .88  
4 .77  
27 .08  
15.09 
100.00 
A- 89 
Table A .  79 
MOST ANNOYING NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTIC - CHICAGO 
N Percent 
Noisiness 
Dangerous t r a f f i c  c o n d i t i o n s  
Poor loca t ion  
Poor community condit2ons 
Run-down neighborhood 
Unsafe a t  n i g h t  
Overcrowded 
Dangerous f o r  c h i l d r e n  
Poor neighbors 
Expensive housing 
Sonic boom 
Dislike house 
Tota l  
264 
115 
102 
66 
93 
84 
50 
44 
39 
38 
23 
20 
938 
28.14 
12.26 
10.87 
7.04 
9.91 
8.96 
5.33 
4.69 
4.16 
4.05 
2.45 
2.13 
99.99 
A-90 
Table A .  80  
MOST ANNOYING NEIGHBORHOOD CHARClCTERISTIC - MINNEAPOLIS-ST, PAUL 
N Percent 
Noisiness 
Dangerous t r a f f i c  c o n d i t i o n s  
Poor location 
Unsafe a t   n i g h t  
Run-down neighborhood 
Poor community c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
Sonic booms 
Overcrowded 
Poor neighbors 
Dangerous f o r  c h i l d r e n  
Expensive housing 
Dislikes house 
Not annoyed by anything 
Tota l  
230 
107  
50  
86 
6 9  
76 
4 2  
40 
38 
3 4  
30 
22 
4 8  
872  
-
26.38 
1 2 . 2 7  
5 .73  
9 . 8 6  
7 . 9 1  
8 .72  
4 . 8 2  
4 . 5 9  
4 . 3 6  
3 .90  
3 . 4 4  
2.52 
5 . 5 0  
100.00 
A - 9 1  
Length 
time 1 
of 
ivec 
i n   c i t y  
Table A. 81 
C I T Y  RESIDENCE 
Chicago 
N Percent 
0 18 1.70 
1-5 66 6.23 
6-10 77 7.26 
11-15 80 7.55 
16-20 123 11.60 
2 1+ 696 65.66 
Total  1060 100.00 
d 
-
Minneapolis-St. " Paul 
N Percent 
24 2.68 
92 10.27 
64 7.14 
62 6.92 
103 11.50 
- 551 61.50 
896 100.00 
A-92 
~ . . 
Table A.  82 
MOBILITY 
C 
N 
None 446 
1-2  374 
200 
6-9  37 
Times 
moved i n  3-5 
l a s t  10 
years 
Total  1057 
owns 
Rents 
Other 
Total  
lhicago  Minneapolis-St.  Paul 
Percent N Percent 
42.19 380  42.51 
35.39 286  1 9
18.92 16 3  18.23 
3.50 - 65 7.27 
100.00 894 100.00 
Table A.  83 
OWNER/RENTER OCCUPIED 
Chicago  Minneapolis-St.  Paul 
N Percent N Percent 
685  64.38  661 73.36 
353 33.18  226 25.08 
- 26 2.44 14 1.56 
1064 100.00 901 100.00 
A-93 
Table A .  84 
RENT - HOUSE COST 
Chicago  Minneapolis-St.  Paul
N Percent N Percent 
Rent o r  
house 
c o s t  i n  
Dollars 175+ 
1-99 174 23.39 192 24.81 
100-174 371 49.87 383  49.48 
- 199 26.75 - 199 25.71 
Total  744 100.01 774 100.00 
Table A.  85 
TOTAL FAMILY INCOME 
Chicago  Minneapolis-St.  Paul 
N Percent N Percent 
Under 
$4,000  139 17.96 157  1 .80
Total  
farnil y $4,000- 
income $9,999  370 47.80 377  47.54
annually 
in   Dol la rs  $10,0004- 
- 265  34.24 - 259  32.65 
Total  774 100.00 793 99.99 
Table A .  86 
HIGHEST EDUCATION COMPLETED 
N 
None 7 
Percent 
0 .67  
Level of 
education 
completed High 
Grade 
School 1 5 2  
School 548 
College 270 
Advanced 
Degree 66  
Total  
1 - 3 0  
31-70 
Occupational 
r a t i n g  71-99  
Not 
Given 
Total  
1043  
1 4 . 5 7  
5 2 . 5 4  
25.89 
6 . 3 3  
100.00 
Table A. 87 
OCCUPATION 
Chicago 
N Percent 
101 9 . 9 1  
364   35 .72  
497 48.77 
57   5 .59  
1019   99 .99  
Minneapolis-St.  Paul 
N P erc  ent 
3 0 . 3 4  
56  6 .27 
4 7 1   5 2 . 8 1  
305  34.20 
5 7   . 3 9  
892  100.00 
-
MinneaDolis-St.  Paul 
N Percent 
6 2   6 . 8 8  
329   36 .51  
483   53 .61  
- 27 3 .00  
9 0 1  100.00 
Table A. 88 
ORGANIZATIONAL MEMBERSHIP 
Chicago  Minneapolis-St. . . ~ Paul 
N Percent N Percent 
0 481 45.38  259  28.75 
Number of 
organizations2 
member of 
1 310 29.25 216  23.97 
16 7 15.75 179  19.87 
3 57 5.38 112  12.43 
4 29 2.74 73  8.10 
5 16  1.51 - 62 6.88 
" 
Total  1060 100.01 901 100.00 
Table A .  89 
AGE CATEGORY OF RESPONDENT 
Chicago " Minneapolis-St. I Paul 
N Percent N Percent 
30 o r  under 245  23.65  212 23.85 
31 - 60 619 59.75 464 52.19 
61 and above 172 16.60 213  23.96 
Total  1036 100.00 889 100.00 
A-96 
Table A .  9 0  
HOW WOULD YOU FEEL I T  SONIC BOOMS OCCURRED AROUND HERE? 
Non-negative 
Nega t ive  
Tota l  
Non-negative 
General 
Ind i f fe rence  
Indi f fe rence  w i t h  
Rea son 
Tota l  
Negative 
General 
S t r u c t u r a l  Conseq. 
Soc ia l  Conseq . 
Psychological 
Conseq. 
Has o r  would 
move (d ) 
Other 
N 
1 4 2  
827 -
96 9. 
3 1  
5 9  
5 2  
1 4 2  
-
602  
43  
1 
155  
23 
3 -
Tota l  827 
Percent 
14 .65  
85.35 
100.00 
21.83 
41 .55  
36.62 
100.00 
7 2 . 7 9  
5 . 2 0  
0 .12  
1 8 . 7 4  
2.78 
0 .36  
99 .99  
Minneapolis-St.  Paul 
N Percent  
232  26 .13  
- 656  73 .87  
88 8 100.00 
36  15 .52  
13 7 59 .05  
- 59  25.43 
232 100.00 
453 
3 1  
10  
1 4 2  
14 
6 
656 
-
69 .05  
4 .73  
1 . 5 2  
21.65 
2.13 
0 . 9 1  
99.99 
A-97 
Table A .  91 
HOW OFTEN WOULD YOU SAY PLANES  TARTLE YOU WHEN THEY FLY OVER? 
Not a t  a l l  0 
1 
How of t en  2 
3 
Very o f t en  4 
Tota l  
Chicago 
N Percent 
6  79 64.24 
202 19.11 
122  11.54 
28 2.65 
26 2.46 
1057 100.00 
I f  s t a r t l e d ,  how  much annoyed? 
Not a t  a l l  0 48 11.59 
1 96 23.19 
How much 2 105 25.36 
3 75 18.12 
Very much 4 - 90  21.74
Tota l  4 14 100.00 
Minneapolis-St.  Paul 
N Perc  en t 
590 65.77 
186  20.74 
76 8.47 
30 3.34 
- 15 1.67 
897 99.99 
50 15.97 
96 30.67 
63 20.13 
52 16.61 
52 16.61 
3 13 99.99 
A-98 
Table A .  92 
HOW OFTEN DO YOU HEAR LOUD EXPLOSIVE SOUNDS AROUND HERE? 
Chicago Minneapolis-St.  Paul 
N Percent N P erc  ent 
Not a t  a l l  0 459 43.80 449  0.06 
1 368 35.11 305  34.00 
How.  o f  ten 2 127 12.12 87  9.70 
3 55 5.25 36 4.01 
Very o f t e n  4 39 3.72 - 20 2.23 
To ta l  1048 100.00 897 100.00 
What kinds of sounds are there?  
Traf f ic  209 36.60  195 
Sonic booms 66 11.56 56 
Explosions 59  10.33  21 
Thunder 30  5.25  31 
Other 207 36.25 - 135 
Tota l  571 99.99  438 
-
44.52 
12.79 
4.79 
7.08 
30.82 
100.00 
A-99 
Table A.93 
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF MOST ANNOYING SOUND I N  NEIGHBORHOOD 
Chicago  Minneapolis-St.  Paul
Percent Rank Percent Rank 
Autos/Trucks 
Aircraft  Operations 
Neighborhood Children 
Dogs, Other Pets 
People 
Motorcycles, Hot rods 
Trains 
Sirens 
Construction 
Lawn mowers, Garbage 
Collect ion 
Sonic Booms 
Total 
16.40 
31.82 
10.14 
5.61 
3.24 
21.90 
3.34 
1.83 
0.86 
3.02 
1.83 
99.99 
N=927 
3 
1 
4 
5 
7 
2 
6 
9 
11 
8 
9 
18.41 
26.99 
5.47 
7.96 
3.61 
21.14 
1.37 
4.73 
1.99 
3.73 
4.60 
100.00 
N=808 
3 
1 
5 
4 
9 
2 
11 
6 
10 
8 
7 
A- 100 
Table A .  9 4  
PERCENT OF TOTAL SAMPLE WHO REPORT HEARING EACH SOUND 
Chicago  Minneapolis-St . Paul 
Percent Rank Percent Rank 
Trucks/Autos 
Aircraft  Operations 
Neighborhood Children 
Dogs, Other Pets 
People 
Motorcycles , Hot rods. 
Trains 
Sirens 
Construction 
Lawn mowers, Garbage 
Collect ion 
Sonic Booms 
94 .92  
90.98 
92 .20  
86 .47  
85 .90  
91.17 
6 9 . 6 4  
86 .37  
6 3 . 9 1  
8 3 . 8 3  
6 8 . 4 2  
Total Sample = 1 0 6 4  
1 
4 
2 
5 
7 
3 
9 
6 
11 
8 
10 
98 .00  
98 .67  
9 7 . 1 1  
96.45 
93 .23  
96.56 
83.46 
97 .00  
86 .79  
2 
1 
3 
7 
8 
6 
11 
4 
10 
96 .89  5 
8 8 . 0 1  9 
T o t a l  Sample = 9 0 1  
A - 1 0 1  
Table A .  95 
PERCENT I N  UPPER TWO LEVELS OF ANNOYANCE (3-4) FOR EACH SOUND 
CHICAGO AND MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL 
Trucks/Autos 
Aircraft  Operations 
Neighborhood Children 
Dogs, Other Pets 
People 
Motorcycles, Hot rods 
Trains 
Sirens 
Construction 
Lawn mowers, Garbage 
Collect ion 
Sonic Booms 
P erc ent 
32.18 
37.30 
18.35 
10.11 
10.28 
35.88 
7.28 
7.72 
3.08 
4.71 
12.. 3  7 
Minneapolis-St . Paul 
Rank Percent Rank 
3 
1 
4 
7 
6 
2 
9 
8 
11 
10 
5 
29.33 
33.07 
13.37 
12.77 
9.16 
26.47 
3.20 
14.76 
6.01 
8.02 
12.61 
2 
1 
5 
6 
8 
3 
11 
4 
10 
9 
7 
Total  Sample = 1064 Total  Sample = 901 
A-102 
Table A.96 
PERCENT I N  UPPER TWO LEVELS OF ANNOYANCE (3-4) FOR EACH SOUND, 
ADJUSTED FOR SAMPLE SIZE - CHICAGO AND MINNEAPOLIS-ST.  PAUL 
Chicago  Minneapolis-St.  Paul 
Trucks/Autos 
Aircraft  Operations 
Neighborhood Children 
Dogs, and o ther  Pets  
People 
Motorcycles, Hot rods 
Trains  
S i rens 
Construct  ion 
Lawn mowers, Garbage 
Collect   ion 
Sonic Booms 
Percent 
30.55 
33.93 
16.92 
8.74 
8.83 
32.71 
5.08 
6.67 
1.98 
3.95 
8.46 
Rank 
3 
1 
4 
6 
5 
2 
9 
8 
11 
10 
7 
Percent 
28.75 
32.63 
12.99 
12.32 
8.55 
35.18 
2.66 
14.32 
5.22 
7.77 
11.10 
Rank 
3 
2 
5 
6 
8 
1 
11 
4 
10 
9 
7 
Total  Sample = 1064 Total  Sample = 901 
A-103 
THE NATURE OF PRINTED MEDIA COVERAGE OF THE SONIC BOOM 
Purpose of t h i s  Study: 
This study i s  designed to accomplish these immediate goals: 
(1) To e s t a b l i s h  a p i lo t  s tudy  of  a spec ia l  sample of 
newspapers to  de te rmine  the  a t ten t ion  g iven  to  news 
of sonic boom and the projected supersonic  t ransport  
(SST). 
( 2 )  To determine from experience with the pi lot  s tudy 
the adaption of methods of conten t  ana lys i s  of other  
media. 
( 3 )  To e s t a b l i s h  an  indexing  system  and a reposi tory of 
content  data  from a la rger  sample of media of in for -  
mation which w i l l  g ive a more meaningful measurement 
of the  ways i n  which a l l  media report  re levant  in-  
formation. 
Na-ture of Content Analysis: 
Content  analysis  basical ly  i s  a research tool which provides 
methods by which major variables of symbols re levant  to  a 
given issue,  person or event can be measured and expl icated.  
Content analysis i s  based on a simple  paradigm: "Q says 
what.' '  Content analysis provides only a statement about what 
appears  in  a medium and makes no conclusions about the pur- 
poses of the medium carrying the relevant  message or of any 
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source  (actor)  mentioned  in  the  content. Nor does  content 
ana lys i s  make any inference of the effects or impact of any 
news i t e m  on the  audience of the medium. In short ,  content  
only can indicate t o  what an audience possibly has been 
exposed. 
The System of Theme Analysis: 
This section of the study i s  concerned f i r s t  w i t h  t h e  r e a c t i o n s  
among publics toward environmental noise and sonic boom. 
Secondly, there i s  in t e re s t  i n  t he  ways the mass media handled 
s t o r i e s  of sonic boom and, fu r the r ,  t he  SST, using a spec ia l  
s o r t  of conten t  ana lys i s  ca l led  "theme analysis ,"  which i s  
pa r t i cu la r ly  su i t ed  fo r  such  a study. 
Thus, content  ,analysis  of e d i t o r i a l  and news a r t i c l e s  dea l ing  
with the sonic boom i s  developed around a system of "theme 
ana lys is , "  in  which content i s  c lass i f ied  accord ing  t o  the 
recur ren t  and s ignif icant  ideas  or  proposi t ions that  can be 
found by experienced content analysts who study the material  
over  an  extended  period of t i m e .  Such c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  o r  
"themes" may be analyzed in terms of the community from which 
they or iginated,  the s lant  for  or  against  supersonic  a i rcraf t  
which they represent, and the context  in  which they occur. 
Although it was or iginal ly  planned t o  r e s t r i c t  t he  ana lyses  t o  
coverage of the sonic boom, it  was found t o  be an almost impos- 
s ib le  task  to  separa te  the topic  of the sonic boom from super- 
son ic  a i r c ra f t .  The  two terms are often  used synonymously i n  
the  coverage.  Therefore, i t  was decided  that   in  order t o  
t rea t  the  sonic  boom coverage adequately in this study, i t  
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should be studied in the framework i n  which i t  s o  often appears, 
i. e. , supersonic   a i rcraf t .  1 
The coding scheme allowed for from one to  four teen  d i f fe ren t  
themes t o  be recorded from  a s ing le  art icle.  For the majority 
of t h e  a r t i c l e s ,  t h i s  w a s  more than an adequate  allowance. How- 
ever ,  for  some of the  longer  fea ture  or  magazine  a r t ic les ,  a l l  
of the  themes appearing in the art icle could not be included. 
In such cases, the most representative themes i n  t h e  a r t i c l e  
w e r e  chosen,  using the cr i ter ia  of order of appearance and 
amount of text  devoted t o  t he  pa r t i cu la r  theme. Themes buried 
wi th in  the  a r t i c l e  would not  receive the same p r i o r i t y  a s  themes 
appea r ing  in  the  f i r s t  pa r t  of the ar t ic le .  Likewise,  a sen- 
tence mere ly  mentioning a theme would not  receive the same 
p r i o r i t y  a s  a paragraph discussing a pa r t i cu la r  theme. 
The coverage by the media w i l l  be described from newspaper data  
co l l ec t ed  in  f ive  test c i t i e s  (At l an ta ,  Chicago, Dallas/Fort 
Worth, Denver and Los Angeles) and from twelve na t iona l  maga- 
zines and  newspapers. The time period covered for the study 
i s  June 1 , 1967 t o  December 1, 1967. 2 
'The term "supersonic  a i rc raf t "  re fers  t o  the SST and the 
mil i tary supersonic  t ransports  involved in  tes t ing,  such as  the 
SR-71. It does  not  include  coverage  of  military  supersonic 
t r a n s p o r t s  w h i c h x e  mentioned out of the context of t e s t i n g  and 
boom, e .g . ,  does not include the new super  f ighters  announced, 
e t c .  I f  Concorde 1 s  mentioned i n  i t s  context of boom t e s t i n g  o r  
problems, i t  i s  also included in the material  analyzed. 
-" 
%ith the except ion of  data  from Los Angeles which includes 
a r t i c l e s  from as late as January 1968. 
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In the  "theme  analysis"  it is necessary  that  ideas,  propositions 
and  attitudes  be  grouped  and  reduced  to  mutually  exclusive  cate- 
gories,  producing  the  "themes" with which  the  study  deals. 
There  are 47 major  themes  considered in this  study.  These 
themes  are  further  reduced  to  four  categories:  themes  favor- 
able to  the  sonic  boom,  themes  unfavorable  to  the  sonic boom, 
themes  favorable  to  the  SST,  themes  unfavorable  to  the  SST. 
The  themes  are  studied  for  the  favorable  and  unfavorable  slant 
given  them in the media; for  their  incidence  and  emphasis in 
and  among  the  test cities; for  their  attribution;  for  their 
origin; and  for  their  relation  to  the  months  prior t , during, 
and  after  the  testing  occurred. 
In  summary,  the  basic  questions  involved in this  research  are: 
Is there  coverage in each  test  city  and on the  national  level 
of  the  sonic  boom  and  the  SST  within  the  period  covered  by  the 
sample? If so, how much  coverage  and  attention  has  the  topic 
been  allowed? Is the  coverage  favorable or unfavorable  toward 
the  sonic  boom  and  the  SST?  Which  themes  are  emphasized  in  the 
media?  Which  cities  seem  to  be  the  most  sensitive  to  the  issue? 
What  is  the  source of the  coverage? How does  extended  exposure 
to  the  sonic  boom  affect  the  media  coverage? 
Methodology 
The  sampling  for  the  content  analysis  study  was  selective. At
least  one  major  newspaper  and  one  suburban  newspaper3 wer  chosen 
from  each of five  major  cities  in  the  study. In the case  of 
Los Angeles  the  sampling was more  thorough  than  in  the  other 
3The  exceptions in this  case  are  Dallas/Fort  Worth  where  there  is 
no significant  suburban  newspaper,  and  Chicago  where  the  sample 
was  limited  to  whatever  material was received  from  the  FAA. 
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c i t i e s  due t o  t h e  h i g h  r a t e  of a i r c r a f t  i n t e r e s t  and the  ex t ra  
emphasis   given  in   f ie ld   interviewing.   In   general ,   the  number  of 
publications chosen from a c i t y  i s  in  propor t ion  t o  t h e  s i z e  of 
t h a t  c i t y  a s  compared t o  the  o ther  test  c i t i e s .  The publ ica t ions  
chosen from t h e  t e s t  c i t i e s  a r e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  
Atlanta  
ATLANTA CONSTITUTION 
MARIETTA JOURNAL 
Chicago 
CHICAGO AMERICAN 
CHICAGO TRIBUNE 
CHICAGO SUN TIMES 
CHICAGO DAILY NEWS 
MONT CLARE LEYDEN HERALD 
-" Dallas-Ft.  Worth 
DALLAS MORNING NEWS 
DALLAS TIMES HERALD 
Denver 
DENVER ROCKY MOUNTAIN NEWS 
DENVER POST 
AURORA STAR 
AURORA ADVOCATE 
Los Angeles 
LOS ANGELES TIMES 
LOS ANGELES HERALD EXAMINER 
SAN FERNANDO VALLEY TIMES 
SOUTH BAY DAILY BREEZE 
LONG BEACH INDEPENDENT PRESS TELEGRAM 
Magazine  and na t iona l  news coverage  were  also  obtained.  Popular 
and/or  representat ive nat ional  magazines  were chosen f o r  t h i s  
sample,  plus  three newspapers  that  are  c i rculated nat ional ly  and 
one technical magazine that deals extensively with the SST 
p ro jec t .  They are   as   fo l lows:  
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BUSINESS WEEK 
HARPER’ s 
NATION 
SATURDAY REVIEW 
TIME 
U .  S .  NEWS & WORLD REPORT 
NEWSWEEK 
NEW REPUBLIC 
N E W  YORK TIMES 
WALL STREET JOURNAL 
CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR 
A V I A T I O N  WEEK & SPACE TECHNOLOGY 
A t o t a l  of 31 publ icat ions was included within the sample. 
Each newspaper or  magazine was ca re fu l ly  scanned f o r  any relevant  
a r t i c l e s  f o r  t h e  t i m e  period from June 1 (approximately one month 
before  the tes t ing began)  to  December 1 (approximately one month 
“FtfiI. t L n  t#.”t:” L e d  -----J\ A ,  L -  ’I  ’I -c - .’I - 
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extended  for Los Angeles t o  January 1, 1968. The purpose i n  t h i s  
choice of dates  w a s  to  ascer ta in  the level  of  coverage before  the 
t e s t i n g  began and t o  t r ace  the  r i se  and f a l l  of the coverage in 
re la t ion  to   the  t ime-exposure  to   sonic  booms.  The f a i r l y  obvious 
hypothesis i s  tha t  t he  number of a r t i c l e s  and  themes w i l l  increase 
when the tes t ing begins ,  and decrease when the tes t ing ends.  It 
would a l s o  seem l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  a r t i c l e s  would be increasingly 
unfavorable unless a la rge  amount of counter-propaganda were 
published simultaneously. 
Analysts read a l l  o f  t he  a r t i c l e s  co l l ec t ed  and ex t rac ted  244 
d i f f e r e n t  themes.  Ultimately, i t  w a s  poss ib le  to  reduce  these  
themes t o  47 mutually  exclusive theme categories .  They are as 
follows : 
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2. 
3.  
4 .  
5 .  
6 .  
7. 
8. 
9 .  
10. 
11. 
12. 
13 .  
14. 
15. 
16. 
SST seen in posit ive terms--in terms of progress, inno- 
va t ions ,  feas ib i l i ty ,  sa fe ty- - technica l ly  speaking .  
SST programs, supersonic age, coming, a " f a c t  of l i fe" - -  
stated or implied.  
SST (Boom) as outrage perpetrated in  the name of progress. 
Mention of SST or  Boom in  i r re levant  contex t .  
Problems involved with supersonic flight are being worked 
on, tes ted .  
SST work on schedule;  project  w i l l  be completed within 
projected time period. 
SST w i l l  no t  r equ i r e  changes  in  a i rpo r t  f ac i l i t i e s  o r  
personnel training. 
SST w i l l  p lay  pos i t ive  role i n  modern t ranspor ta t ion  
problems--e.g. ,  meeting increasing air  travel demands 
and encouraging progress  in  re la ted t ransportat ion 
a reas  ( to  and from a i r p o r t s ,  e t c  .) t runk  a i r l i nes .  
Signs (e .g . ,  a i r l ines  s igning up) ,  predict ions that  
SST w i l l  be  an  economic success. Cost doesn't overpower 
p r o f i t  p o s s i b i l i t i e s ,  w i l l  b r ing  p ro f i t s  t o  many areas  
of interest ,  investors  w i l l  re t r ieve investments .  
Problems i n  Concorde o r  TU-144 develop. 
Technical innovations completed/proposed for Concorde/ 
TU- 144. 
SST program should be delayed, slowed. 
Foreign cooperation in development of supersonic trans- 
port, noise studies (U.S., France, U.K. ,  Russia  in  dif-  
ferent combinations). 
Concorde ahead of American SST i n  development. 
Testing i s  a sc ien t i f ic  process  car r ied  out  carefu l ly  
and jud ic ious ly ,  i s  explained and i s  within norms of 
human existence--not a hoax o r  a "conditioning period." 
Testing acceptable to public,  understood. 
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17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31.  
Testing has caused no excessive damage to  p rope r ty  o r  
people--no increase i n  damage claims. 
Proper  persons (e .g . ,  legis la tors ,  general  publ ic)  and 
places (over water) should be tes ted before  SST allowed 
i n  service commercially. 
Sonic boom being studied--work being done to  reduce or  
e l iminate  boom i n  SST. 
Sonic boom not an overdue annoyance, does not affect 
social-psychological  heal th  of humans. 
Boom does not damage  human health,  not dangerous for 
general  publ ic .  
Boom not harmful to physical  property (cracked windows, 
p l a s t e r )  . 
Boom does not  f r ighten,  s ta r t le  c i t i z e n s .  
Boom w i l l  be normal part of physical environment; no 
worse than other modern aspects; people w i l l  l e a r n  t o  
l ive with it. 
Boom w i l l  no t  d i s rup t  sea l i f e  unduly. 
Boom w i l l  no t  cause  d is rupt ions  in  geologica l  s t ruc tures ,  
won't cause earthquakes, etc. ;  won ' t  d i s turb  na tura l  
resources ,  archeological  objects .  
Boom w i l l  no t  harm, dis turb animal  l i fe--physiological ly  
or psychologically.  
Boom w i l l  not cause severe,  dangerous changes i n  t h e  a t -  
mosphere; climate changes,  radiation, humidity, etc.  
R e  sonic boom/noise  complaints:  rights  of  redress ob- 
served,  complaints  l is tened to  and evaluated sympatheti- 
cal ly--contracts  and economic pressures  w i l l  not  receive 
pr ior i ty  over  publ ic  r igh ts .  
Deprecatory remarks about c i t i e s  of SST boom--allusion 
to  f r inge types,  over-react ion,  non-community minded. 
Expression of need f o r  and existence of an active 
o r g a n i z a t i o n  t o  p r e t e s t  p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t  (from sonic boom 
and e f f ec t s ) ;  c i t i zens  speak  ou t  and appeal t o  au tho r i -  
ties to  p ro te s t  pub l i c  i n t e re s t ;  congres s iona l  member 
cal ls  for  s tudy,  or  par l imentary tactics to  p ro tec t  
p u b l i c   i n t e r e s t  . 
32. Expressions  of  support  for  SST--approval  and/or  propa- 
ganda; statements pointing out convenience, comfort, 
speed,   e tc .  Also pol i t ica l   va lues- - l lpubl ic   in te res t , "  
"international understanding," democratic, 
33. Report  of laws passed  to  pro tec t  publ ic  from sonic 
boom; suggest ion that  laws should be passed and/or 
may be passed. 
34 .  Government offices,   county  offices,   agencies (FAA, NASA, 
"mili tary") act i n  p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t  i n  s e t t i n g  up a i r  
safe ty  cont ro ls  and a i r  noise  control  (engine and boom). 
35. Government agencies,   President,   Congress  express  support  
f o r  SST; s eek  l eg i s l a t ion  and appropriat ions.  
3 6 .  Pol i t i ca l  fo rces  no t  con t ro l l i ng  propaganda on SST; 
project  not  being forced on publ ic  by government con- 
tinuance--ramif  ications  adequately explained t o  public.  
37. Pos i t ive  view of mili tary being under c i v i l  cont ro l ;  
n o t  j u s t  "doing as please. ' '  
38. Posi t ive  v i e w  of  government--industry  alliance  and 
coopera t ion  in  SST development. 
39.  Economic reasons given for supporting SST; good i t  w i l l  
do f o r  economy, sec to r s  of economy. 
4 0 .  Appropriations for SST represent  no  conf l ic t  of i n t e r e s t s  
i n  budge t  p r io r i t i e s ;  is  a worthy project, of high enough 
p r i o r i t y  t o  receive federal  funds.  
41. Boom w i l l  not  adversely affect  SST production, develop- 
ment,  economic success. 
4 2 .  Boeing w i l l  no t  make unreasonable  prof i ts  from SST; w i l l  
no t  monopolize supersonic production. 
4 3 .  Private  industry/air l ines  should and are assuming  finan- 
c ia l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  SST and r isk--pro-pr ivate  
financing statements by FAA, a i r l i n e s ,  etc. 
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.... .-""." 
44. SST seen  as  compet i t ion  for  in te rna t iona l  a i rc raf t  
supremacy, USA must keep ahead. 
45. True  impact of SST cannot be assessed until  i s  i n  
se rv ice .  
46.  SST a democratic  venture; good f o r  a l l  members of 
s o c i e t y ,  n o t  j u s t  " je t  set." 
47. Supersonic  flight/booms  seen  in terms. of  necessary 
mi l i t a ry  p ro tec t ion  from "enemy"--support f o r  SST 
and boom for defense purposes. 
Af te r  the  da ta  were co l l ec t ed  and sor ted ,  a coding scheme was 
devised t o  record the information which was considered important 
to  the s tudy.  The main va r i ab le s  which were considered t o  be 
po ten t i a l ly   u se fu l  were: 
Geographical location of the media 
Circulat ion of the publ icat ion 
Date of t h e  a r t i c l e  
Pol i t ica l  l ean ing  of the publ icat ion 
Type of item 
Page or section appearance of art icle 
Headline width 
Story width and length 
Story spread 
Story display 
Photographic or pictorial  information 
Source of t h e  a r t i c l e  
Geographic o r ig in  of t he  s to ry  
Headline thematic symbol  and d i r ec t ion  
I t e m  con tex t  fo r  t he  a r t i c l e  
Direct ion for  the whole a r t i c l e  
Theme 
Theme d i r ec t ion  
Theme a t t r i b u t i o n  
Theme emphasis within the article. 
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Coding  Schema 
"Geographical  location of the  media"  tells in what  city  the 
particular  media was published. All of  the  material  that was 
used  for  the  study was either  published in one of the five  test 
cities  or in Boston, New York, or  Washington, D. C.,  the national 
magazine  and  newspaper  publishing  headquarters.  Publications  are 
divided  into  two  categories  in  terms of relative  circulation: 
major  or minor. For example,  in the Denver area, the  Aurora 
Star would  be  a  minor  publication as compared  to  the  Denver  Post. 
Using  this  criterion,  the  data  were  divided  as  follows: 
4 
4The  circulation  figures  for  each  publication were taken  from 
Editor  and  Publisher  International  Yearbook-1967, by Edited 
Publishing Co., Inc., New York.  The  publications were considered 
f o r  their  importance  within  a  city  or  within  the  nation in terms 
of the  relatively high or  low  circulation  of  each.  Those  of 
comparatively  low  circulation  were  classified  as  minor  publica- 
tionz,  and  those  of  high  circulation  were  classified  as  major 
publications. 
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M a j o r  Publications 
ATLANTA  CONSTITUTION 
CHICAGO  AMERICAN 
CHICAGO  TRIBUNE 
CHICAGO SUN T I M E S  
CHICAGO  DAILY NEWS 
DALLAS  MORNING NEWS 
DALLAS  TIMES  HERALD 
FORT WORTH STAR  TELEGRAM 
DENVER ROCKY MOUNTAIN NEWS 
DENVER  POST 
LOS  ANGELES  TIMES 
LOS  ANGELES  HERALD-EXAMINER 
NEW YORK T I M E S  
WALL STREET JOURNAL 
CHRISTIAN  SCIENCE  MONITOR 
TIME 
U.  S.  NEWS & WORLD REPORT 
NEWSWEEK 
M i n o r  Publ icat ions 
MARIETTA  JOURNAL 
MONT CLARE  LEYDEN  HERALD 
AURORA  STAR 
AURORA  ADVOCATE 
SAN  FERNANDO  VALLEY TIMES 
SOUTH BAY DAILY  BREEZE 
LONG  BEACH INDEPENDENT  PRESS  TELEGRAM 
A V I A T I O N  WEEK & SPACE  TECHNOLOGY 
B U S I N E S S  WEEK 
HARPER ' S 
NATION 
SATURDAY REVIEW 
NEW R E P U B L I C  
The da te  of the a r t i c l e  records the day, m o n t h ,  and year i n  which 
the a r t i c l e  appeared. For the analysis ,  the m o n t h  of the a r t i c l e  
served as the m e a n   m e a s u r e  of i n t e r e s t .  
The p o l i t i c a l  leaning of a l l  n e w s p a p e r s  and s o m e   m a g a z i n e s  i s  
publ ished i n  E d i t o r  and Publ isher  Internat ional  Y e a r b o o k .  When 
not  f r o m  th i s  source, the leaning of m a g a z i n e s  was e s t i m a t e d  by 
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the   research  group.   In   nei ther   instance i s  more than  face 
validity" claimed. The ca t egor i e s  fo r  po l i t i ca l  l ean ing  a re :  
11 
Independent 
Republican,  Independent-Republican 
Democratic,  Independent-Democratic 
Moderate-l iberal ,   unaffi l iated 
Moderate- l iberal ,   aff i l ia ted 
Conservative ("right") , unaf f i l i a t ed  
Conservatuve  ("right"),   affi l iated 
Radical ("left")  , unaf f i l i a t ed  
Radical ("left") , a f f i l i a t e d  
The type of i t e m  f a l l s  i n t o  two general categories, roughly 
distinguished by ob jec t ive  f ac t  and subjective opinion. In 
prac t ice  there  i s  qu i t e  a b i t  of overlap, but for the purposes 
of th i s  s tudy ,  a l l  i t ems  fa l l ing  wi th in  the  ca tegor ies  of  ed i -  
t o r i a l s ,  l e t t e r s  t o  t h e  e d i t o r ,  o p i n i o n  columns, cartoons or 
ads w i l l  be t rea ted  as  subjec t ive .  A l l  others, such as news 
i t e m s ,  feature  s tor ies ,  science- technology features ,  business ,  
f inance ,  o r  economic coverage, travel i tems, entertainment or 
education  coverage w i l l  be  t rea ted  as object ive.  The subjective 
matter may be expected to disclose a par t icu lar  publ ica t ion ' s  
leaning on the  subjec t ,  and the amount of objective coverage of 
the topic  w i l l  give an indication of the publication's aware- 
ness of and at tent ion to  the topic .  This  hypothesis  i s  i n  l i n e  
with D r .  Walter Gieber's ''gatekeeper'' theory, which i s  the 
selective process by which avai lable  news i s  included or  ex- 
cluded  from a publication. A high level  of coverage on a p a r t i -  
cular topic,  especially over an extended period of t ime, indi-  
ca tes  a high sustained interest  by the publ isher  in  the topic .  
Th i s  i n t e re s t  i s  espec ia l ly  emphasized i f  most  of t h e  a r t i c l e s  
on the topic originate from the staff members of the publication. 
5 
5Gieber, Walter, 1968, The Gatekeeper Theory of Walter Gieber. 
Personal communication. 
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The page and section appearance code gives a general  idea of 
the locat ion of t he  a r t i c l e  w i th in  the  pub l i ca t ion .  It i s  
coded f o r  (1) an ins ide  page near the .back of the newspaper , 
(2) an inside page near the front of the publication, ( 3 )  . the  
e d i t o r i a l  page, ( 4 )  t h e  f i r s t  page of  a sect ion,  or  (5) the  
f r o n t  page of a newspaper or cover of a magazine. The headline 
width i s  measured i n  two-inch columns. The standard  newspaper 
width i s  e i g h t  columns. In magazines the width may vary from 
two columns t o  s i x  columns. The length of an a r t i c l e  i s  
measured i n  column inches, from the headline to the end of the 
a r t i c l e .  The s t o r y  spread  code  indicates  whether  the  art icle 
i s  complete  on one page o r  whether i t  i s  a jump s t o r y .  
The s t o r y  display code distinguishes between a r t i c l e s  of s tan-  
dard display and those using special  rims o r  boxes o r  those 
using  larger,   bolder type.  The photographic  information  in- 
cludes a code for  d i s t inguish ing  between those a r t i c l e s  w i th  
photographic accompaniment  and those   wi thout .   I f   the   a r t ic le  
i s  accompanied by more than one photograph, t h a t  a l s o  i s  coded. 
The width and length of the photograph (if more 'than one photo- 
graph,  the  largest  i s  measured) i s  recorded.  In some cases ,  
a s  i n  newspaper o r  magazine f e a t u r e  s t o r i e s ,  a photographic 
display i s  a l a rge  pa r t  of  the ar t ic le .  In  such cases ,  the 
s i z e  of the entire photographic or p i c t o r i a l  display i s  coded. 
The t y p e  of  photograph o r  p i c t o r i a l  i s  a l so  spec i f i ed .  A l l  of 
the categories  explained in  this  paragraph are  combined t o  form 
an "a t t en t ion  index" f o r  t h e  a r t i c l e .  The index was 
as follows: 
D=z(page . Headline) + (Length . Photo . Box) + 
1- 3 1- 3 1- 3 1- 2 1- 2 
constructed 
(Jump) 
1- 2 I 
A s  may be observed, a11 of the components  of th i s  index  are  
based on the  v isua l  aspec ts  of  the  a r t ic le .  Those i tems rating 
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more emphasis than others are given larger weights.  This index 
does not predict  the readership of any given art icle,  but it 
does a t t e m p t  to  descr ibe the at t ract iveness  of  an a r t i c l e  i n  
terms of j o u r n a l i s t i c  p r i o r i t i e s  and prac t ices .  For example, 
an ar t ic le  appearing in i t s  e n t i r e t y  on the  f ront  page of  a 
newspaper i n  i t a l i c s  w i t h  a s izable  headl ine and t e x t  and an 
accompanying photograph i s  f a r  more a t t r ac t ive  than  a blurb 
appear ing  next  to  the  c lass i f ied  ads .  It  i s  assumed tha t  s ince  
the former ar t ic le  i s  more a t t r ac t ive  acco rd ing  to  jou rna l i s t i c  
concepts, i t  would have a higher  readership than the la t ter  
a r t i c l e .  However, the   re la t ionship  between a t t r ac t iveness  and 
readership  can  only be  an educated  guess.  For  the  purposes of 
this  s tudy,  the scores  of the at tent ion index were divided into 
four  categories:  VeryLow,  Low,  Medium and High. 
The geographic origin of each story i s  recorded in order to get 
an idea of where  most  of the news  on the topic  comes from. The 
headline of each a r t i c l e  i s  coded f o r  a thematic symbol  and i t s  
d i r ec t ion .  The f i v e  symbols  found t o  be re levant  to  th i s  s tudy  
are:   sonic boom, SST, airport-airplane  noise,   environmental  
noise ,  SR-71 and/or   other   mil i tary  supersonic   a i rcraf t .  These 
were the symbols which most often indicated coverage o f  the 
sonic boom.  The headl ine direct ion code dis t inguishes  between 
a posi t ive,  neutral  or  negat ive s ta tement  o r  f ee l ing  conveyed 
by the headline.  This kind of dist inction could serve as an 
indicator  of  the f i rs t  impressions conveyed to  the reader .  
The I t e m  Context code further refines the areas of i n t e r e s t  i n  
which the main topics  of sonic boom and SST occur. This clas- 
s i f i ca t ion  spec i f i e s  t he  ove ra l l  i n t e re s t  o r  t op ic  of the 
a r t i c l e  i n  which themes about the sonic boom or SST appeared. 
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From the  pa r t i cu la r  area of interest  involved,  one might expect 
a tendency to  t r ea t  t he  son ic  boom or the SST i n  a manner con- 
s i s t en t  w i th  the  in t e re s t s  of o r  de f in i t i on  of the area. For 
example, a r t i c l e s  i n  the  con tex t  of progress and science and 
technology could perhaps be expected to laud the achievements 
of the SST program and express optimism for the solving of, or 
a t  l eas t  the  amel iora t ion  of ,  the  problem of the sonic boom. 
Likewise,  the ar t ic les  wri t ten in  a m i l i t a r y  context might be 
expected t o  defend the mil i tary 's  posi t ion in  the tes t ing and 
t o  minimize  the  problems  produced by the boom.  The i t e m  con- 
tex t  ca tegor ies  a re  as  fo l lows:  
SST Program 
Sonic Boom 
Progress,  science and technology (in general) 
Sc ien t i f ic - technologica l  phenomenon or developments in 
the  aircraft   world.   This  includes  environmental  phen- 
omenon a f f e c t i n g  a i r c r a f t  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  such a s  c l e a r  
a i r  tu rbulence ,  rad ia t ion ,  e tc  . , and the  e f f ec t s  of new 
a i r c r a f t  developments on the passengers 
a i rc raf t  speed ,  sa fe ty ,  a i rpor t  conges t ion ,  a i rpor t  
f a c i l i t i e s ,  new a i r c r a f t  c o n t r o l  systems 
Conservation, related social  problems such as pollution, 
pr ivacy,  "ruinat ion of the environment," etc. 
Aviation  indus t r y  , other   p r iva te   indus   t r ies  
Report of SST, Concorde, o r  Russian development of super- 
A i r  transportation  growth,  development.  This  includes 
sonic  t ransports  , such as the ordering of, the  tes t ing  of 
p a r t s ,  e t c .  
Announcement of ,  repor t  o f ,  theory  of  t e s t s  
Study of ,  report  of ,  conjecture  of sonic boom e f f e c t s  
Trouble over a i r c r a f t  n o i s e  and sonic boom, such as damage, 
About SST a s se t  o r  de fec t s  a s  a plane 
Legal matters, new laws, l i t i ga t ion  ove r  SST, Boom--court 
Noise,  safety regulations 
complaints ,  protest  act ion 
dec i s ions ,  ed ic t s  o r  su i t s  
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P o l i t i c a l  f a c t o r s  i n  SST development 
Economic f ac to r s  i n  SST development 
M i l i t a r y  fac tors  in  supersonic  t ranspor t s  
Travel and recrea t ion  
Conbination of p o l i t i c a l  and economic f a c t o r s  i n  SST 
Government budge t ,  f i s ca l  a f f a i r s  
Non-aircraf t r e l a t e d  
development 
A code for  the  overa l l  d i rec t ion  of each a r t i c l e  was included 
to  g ive  an idea of the composite effect  of t he  a r t i c l e .  Af t e r  
each a r t i c l e  w a s  read, i t  was assessed for  i t s  general  posi t ive,  
neutral ,   or  negative  composition.  For  each theme coded,  there 
i s  a s e r i e s  of codes:  the  direction of the theme, a t t r i b u t i o n  
source, and emphasis of t he  pa r t i cu la r  theme wi th in  the  a r t i c l e .  
The d i r ec t ion  of the theme d i f f e r e n t i a t e s  between those themes 
which agree with the theme s ta tement  (posi t ive) ,  those which 
are neutral  or balanced in terms of the theme s ta tement  (neutral) ,  
and those which disagree with the theme statement (negative).  
The a t t r ibu t ion  source  revea ls  who i s  respons ib le  . for  s ta t ing  
the theme i n  t h e  a r t i c l e .  The at t r ibut ion sources  are  divided 
i n t o  15 categories:  
Reporter,  other  newspapers,  magazines, TV 
Business,   manufacturers,   producers,   industrialists 
National government agencies, members 
FAA, NASA 
Mi l i t a ry  
Local,   county,   state government 
P r i v a t e  c i t i z e n s ,  group of c i t i z e n s  
Ci t izens  League for the Abolishment of Sonic Boom, other  
Ban-Boom type  organizations 
Foreign  government, spokesmen 
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Scient is ts  ( includes engineers ,  physicis ts ,  mathematicians,  
Professionals  (lawyers, psychologis t s ,   psychia t r i s t s ,   soc ia l  
doc t o r s )  
s c i e n t i s t s )  
" 
S tud ie  s 
Critics 
Supporters 
Experts 
The emphasis of  a p a r t i c u l a r  theme wi th in  an  a r t i c l e  i s  spec 
by  one of four   categories:   v i ta l ,   major ,   minor ,   incidental .  
i f   i e d  
The method of analysis  used in  this  s tudy i s  known as  the  ana lys i s  
of contingency tables. This method i s  chosen so a s  t o  conform 
with a fundamental r u l e  of s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s ,  which i s  s t a t e d  
by Hubert M. Blalock in these words, "The use of a p a r t i c u l a r  
mathematical model presupposes that a c e r t a i n  level of measure- 
ment has been at ta ined.IV6 For  these data  the level  of measure- 
ment i s  nominal."  This means tha t  t he  da t a  ex i s t  i n  t he  form 
of c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s .  For  example,  the  data are c l a s s i f i e d  i n t o  
ca tegor ies  of c i t y  of publ icat ion,  categories  of type of a r t i c l e ,  
and ca tegor ies  of types  of  headline  thematic  symbols. For  
categories  such as  these there  exis ts  nei ther  a measurement of 
exact  dis tances  between ca tegor ies  on some continuum (the 
" interval"  level  of  measurement) nor a rank order of ca tegor ies  
( the "ordinal"  level  of measurement). 
1 1  
61n Soc ia l  S t a t i s t i c s ,  McGraw-Hill, 1960, p. 17 .  
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The  fact  that  the  data  for  this  study  are  at  the  nominal  level 
of  measurement  dictates the kinds  of  assumptions  tu  be  made  for 
statistical  analysis;  that  is,  the  kind  of  mathematical  model  to 
be  used.  For  the  nominal  level  of  measurement,  the  operation  of 
addition is among  those  arithmetic  operations which are  undefined. 
This implies,  for  example,  that  no  arithmetic  mean  may  be  compu- 
ted,  nor  is the  concept of "variance"  defined  for  these  data. 
Thus, this  study  uses  only  those  analytical  techniques  appro- 
priate  to  the  nominal  level  of  measurement;  it  uses  these  tech- 
niques  in the  most  powerful  and  interpretable  ways. 
Coverage of the Boom 
The f i r s t  o b j e c t i v e  i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  i s  t o  answer the research 
questions:  Is  there  coverage  in  the mass media f o r  t h e  c i t i e s  
under  consideration  concerning  the  sonic boom and the SST? I f  
so, how much?  Does the  ex ten t  of coverage vary by test  c i t y ?  
Over the period of time covered by the content analysis study, 
444 relevant art icles appeared in the newspapers of the tes t  
c i t i e s  and in the national newspapers and magazines which were 
chosen  as samples. Two hundred and s ixty-four  (59 percent) of 
these art icles were found in the newspapers of  the test c i t i e s ,  
and the remaining 180 (41 percent) were taken from the nat ional  
magazines  and other  newspapers. The d i s t r i b u t i o n  v a r i e s  g r e a t l y  
among the tes t  c i t i e s ,  a s  t he  fo l lowing  t ab le  i l l u s t r a t e s :  
C i t y  of Publ icat ion Number of Ar t i c l e s  
Atlar-ta 
Chicago 
Dallas 
Denver 
Los Angeles 
15 
35 
45 
48 
12  1 
A s  may be noted, the number of a r t ic les  appear ing  in  the  At lan ta  
papers i s  very small, averaging as few as 2-1/2 pe rcen t  a r t i c l e s  
p e r  month for  the given t i m e  period. In contrast ,  the coverage 
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in Los Angeles was much more extensive,  averaging 15 articles 
per month over  the  eight  month  sample  period.  Chicago,  Dallas 
and  Denver  constitute  a  middle  range i  terms  of  the  number  of 
articles  published. 7 
An article  attention  index was devised  to  measure  the  relative 
emphasis  given  these  articles in the  newspapers  and  magazines. 
On the  whole,  articles  received  low  attention  scores.  There w
very  few  spectacular  feature  stories  treating  the  subject  matter 
during  the  sampling  period. For the  most  part,  the  articles were 
fairly  short with no special  journalistic  gimmicks to attract  the 
reader's  attention. The attention  scores were ranked  into  four 
categories:  Very Low, Low, Medium  and  High.  Eighty-one  percent 
of the  articles  fell  into  the  category of a  Very Low attention 
score, and 16 percent of the  articles were rated with a Low 
attention  score.  Only  two  percent of the  articles were rated 
Medium,  and  one  percent was rated  High. The table  below  illus- 
trates  this  distribution 
Table  A.97 
ATTENTION  SCORE - ALL  ARTICLES 
Very  Low Low Medium High 
- N Percent N Percent N Percent N  Percent 
-
358 81 70 16  11 2 5 1 
- - - 
In comparing  the  attention  scores  among  the  test  cities,  there 
are no marked  differences. It might  be  noted  that  Atlanta  had  a 
higher  ratio 0.f Low scores  to  Very Low scores  than  did  the  other 
test  cities. However, this  does not enhance  the  readership 
7This  figure  may not be truly  representative in the  case  of 
Chicago, as the  sampling was not as thorough  as in the  other 
cities. 
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appeal  of  these ar t ic les  t o  any s ignif icant  degree.  Los Angeles 
was the only test  c i ty  having  ar t ic les  wi th  an  a t ten t ion  score  
of High, but those accounted for only two percent  of  the ar t ic les  
co l l ec t ed  wi th in  tha t  c i ty .  The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of t he  a t t en t ion  
scores among the tes t  c i t i e s  i s  recorded i n  t h e  t a b l e  below. 
Table A.  98 
ATTENTION SCORE - TEST C I T I E S  
(In percentage) 
Very Low - Low  Medium High 
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Atlanta  9 6 0  5 33 1 7 0 0 
Chicago 30 8 6  4 11 1 3 0 0 
Dallas 3;  82  6 1 3  2 4 0 0 
Denver 4 2  88  6 1 3  0 0 0 0 
Los Angeles 97 8 0  16 1 3  5 4 3 1 
The interest shown in  the  top ic  by t h e  t e s t  c i t i e s  i s  n o t  measured 
so le ly  by the  a t ten t ion  score. It  i s  assumed t h a t  i f  the  topic 
were of p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  t o  the community, many of t h e  a r t i c l e s  
would or ig ina te  i n  t h a t  c i t y .  That i s ,  i f  t he  top ic  were of major 
concern within the community, i t  would be r e f l ec t ed  in  the  number 
of l o c a l  a r t i c l e s  on the  topic.  The f ind ings  a re  in te res t ing  from 
this viewpoint. Denver shows the  h ighes t  r a t e  of in te res t  us ing  
th i s  c r i t e r ion ,  w i th  62 percent of the art icles being of l oca l  
o r i g i n .  Los Angeles and Chicago may be grouped together in second 
place,  with 42-43  percent of t he  a r t i c l e s  w i th in  the  c i t i e s  o r ig -  
ina t ing  loca l ly .  Dal las  and Atlanta are grouped together with 
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the least  demonstration of l o c a l  i n t e r e s t  i n  the topic.  These 
f igu res  a re  shown in the following table:  
Table A . 9 9  
ARTICLES ORIGINATING I N  TEST CITIES 
(In percentage) 
- N Percent Number Ar t i c l e s  i n  T e s t  C i t y  Sample 
Atlanta  3 20 15 
Chicago  15 42 35 
Dallas 12 26 
Denver 30 62 
45 
48 
Los Angeles 66 43 12 1 
The ove ra l l   d i r ec t ion  of each a r t i c l e  was recorded. The c r i t e r i a  
for determining the direction were the character  of the content 
and the  manner i n  which it  was presented. I t  was considered t o  
be of value t o  assess  the character  of t h e  a r t i c l e s  i n  which 
themes concerning the sonic boom and supersonic transports appeared. 
There i s  no necessary correlat ion between the  overa l l  d i rec t ion  
of t h e  a r t i c l e  and the  d i rec t ion  of the themes, bu t  the  fac t  tha t  
the themes a r e  embedded withi-n a r t i c l e s  of a negative o r  pos i t i ve  
disposition  might  influence  the  impression of the  reader.  That 
i s ,  a pos i t i ve  theme appearing within a predominantly negative 
a r t i c l e  might  tend t o  be forgot ten  in  view of the overal l  impres- 
s ion,  and v ice  versa .  The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of pos i t ive ,  neut ra l ,  and 
nega t ive  a r t i c l e s  i s  cons ide red  fo r  a l l  of the  a r t ic les  inc luded  
in  the s tudy,  then for  the ar t ic les  appearing in  the tes t  c i t i e s .  
The d i f fe rence  between t h e  t o t a l  sample and the tes t  c i t i e s  i s  
qu i t e   i n t e re s t ing .  The overa l l   nega t ive   d i rec t ion  i s  much 
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higher among tes t  c i t ies ,  with the exception of Los Angeles. 
Concurrent ly ,  the overal l  posi t ive direct ion i s  somewhat higher 
among t h e  t o t a l  sample of newspaper and magazine a r t ic les  
analyzed, again with the exception of  Los Angeles, which has an 
unusually  high  percentage of p o s i t i v e  a r t i c l e s .  Among the tes t  
c i t i e s ,  Chicago has 74 percent  overal l  negat ive a r t ic les ,  the 
highest percentage of n e g a t i v e  a r t i c l e s  i n  terms of ove ra l l  
d i rec t ion .  Denver i s  second among t h e  t e s t  c i t i e s  for  nega t ive  
overa l l  d i rec t ion .  At lan ta  and Dallas may be  grouped  together 
with 53  percent of t he  a r t i c l e s  be ing  of negat ive overal l  
d i r ec t ion .  Los Angeles,  as  before  mentioned,  scored 45 percent 
ove ra l l  nega t ive  a r t i c l e s ,  which i s  a lower percentage than the 
t o t a l  sample. The percentage of o v e r a l l  p o s i t i v e  a r t i c l e s  i n  
Los Angeles (40  percent) i s  a lso much higher than any of the 
other  t e s t  c i t i e s  o r  t h e  t o t a l  sample. The tab les  below i l l u s -  
t r a t e   t hese   f i nd ings  : 
Table A . l O O  
ARTICLE DIRECTION FOR TOTAL SAMPLE 
(In percentage) 
POS ITIVE 
NEUTRAL 
NEGATIVE 
N - Percent 
132 30 
9 1  2 1  
2 18 49 
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Table A . l O 1  
ARTICLE D I R E C T I O N  AMONG TEST C I T I E S  
(In percentage) 
POSITIVE NEUTRAL NEGATIVE 
- N Percent - N Percent - N Percent 
Atlanta  4 27 3 2 0  8 53 
Chicago 8 23 1 3 26   74  
Dallas 11 24  10 22 24  54 
Denver 7 1 5  11 23 30  62 
Los Angeles 4 8   4 0  19 16  5 4  44 
The symbol used in the headline and the favorable o r  unfavorable 
direct ion associated with i t  i s  important for the primary i m -  
pression that  i t  evokes.  If  the  sonic boom "makes the  headlines" 
i n  a negative framework, the associat ion between the t w o  i s  
l i k e l y  t o  be l a s t i n g ,  even i f  w i th in  the  a r t i c l e  t he re  a re  pos i -  
t i v e  comments. In  analyzing  the  data, it was found tha t  4 3  per- 
cent  of a l l  of t h e  a r t i c l e s  had unfavorable headlines. The 
favorable and neut ra l  ca tegor ies  were evenly divided with 28 per- 
cent  of the  a r t ic les  fa l l ing  wi th in  each  of the t w o  c l a s s i f i c a -  
t ions .  The symbols  most frequently used were sonic boom and SST. 
Twenty-seven percent of the headline symbols w e r e  sonic boom and 
23 percent were SST. The SR-71 and/or other mili tary supersonic 
a i rc raf t  represent  on ly  s ix  percent  of the headline symbols. 
Airport  and airplane noise appear in only four percent of the 
a r t i c l e s  r e l e v a n t  t o  the study, and environmental noise composes 
only one percent  of the headlines. Thirty-nine percent of the 
headlines  used  combinations of the above f ive  ca tegor ies .  The 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  of headline symbols and d i r e c t i o n  d i f f e r s  g r e a t l y  
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among the test cities. For t h i s  part  of the analysis ,  only the 
symbols SST and-sonic  boom w i l l  be used. Airport-airplane noise,  
environmental noise, SR-71 and combinations of these are ,excluded.  
The symbol used most  f requent ly  in  the  At lan ta  mediawas the SST, 
accounting for 33 percent of a l l  of the headl ine symbols from 
t h a t  c i t y .  The sonic boom rated only 1 6  percent of the headl ine 
symbols in  tha t  c i ty .  Da l l a s  and Los Angeles showed an  even 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  between the sonic boom and the SST for  headl ine 
symbols. Denver  and Chicago are the only tes t  c i t i e s  i n  which 
the  sonic boom  was the  predominant  headline symbol. In  the 
Chicago media the sonic boom was the predominant symbol i n  
63 percent of the headlines. This high incidence of the sonic 
boom symbol might be  due to  the  se lec t ion  process  of the FAA 
f o r  a r t i c l e s  t o  be used in the study. The c r i t e r i a  f o r  d a t a  
co l lec t ion  in  the  o ther  four  t es t  c i t i e s  were more extensive 
than the isolated topic  of sonic boom. In  Denver i t  w a s  the 
predominant symbol i n  58 percent of the headlines.  
The d i r e c t i o n  of the headline in conjunction with the headline 
symbol might give a preliminary idea of t h e  a t t i t u d e  of the 
media  toward  the  sonic boom and/or  the SST. This  analysis i s  
considered for each tes t  c i ty .  In  Atlanta  the headl ines  were 
favorable toward the SST on a two t o  one r a t i o .  Of the two 
headlines about the sonic boom, one was n e u t r a l  and the other 
was negative.  On an  overal l   basis ,   the  pos i t ive  aspects of 
the SST were more emphasized than the negative aspects of the 
sonic boom. Atlanta  i s  the  on ly  t e s t  c i ty  in  which  the  inci- 
dence of the SST symbol i s  higher than the sonic boom symbol. 
Due t o  the extremely low - n in   t h i s   ca se ,  i t  would be d i f f i c u l t  
t o  make general izat ions from these findings.  
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In Chicago 59 percent of the headlines using the sonic boom a s  
t h e  main  symbol were unfavorable. Of the headlines using the 
SST as the main  symbol (which represents only 11 percent of the 
h e a d l i n e s  i n  t h i s  c i t y ) ,  50  percent were negative,  and 25 percent 
were pos i t ive .  In  th i s  case ,  the  nega t ive  aspec ts  of  both  the 
sonic boom and the  SST were emphasized. The high incidence of 
the sonic boom symbol i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  main concern within Chicago. 
Denver  more o r  less follows the same pat tern as  Chicago in  this  
aspect. The sonic boom i s  the main  symbol i n  58 percent of the 
headlines,  and of those, 4 8  percent are negative.  The n e u t r a l  
category accounts f o r  36 percent of the headl ine direct ion for  
t h i s  symbol.  Concerning the SST symbol,  which reached  the  head- 
l ines in only nine percent of t h e  a r t i c l e s ,  t h e  p o s i t i v e  and 
negat ive  d is t r ibu t ion  i s  balanced. Thus the  sonic boom i s  em- 
phasized for i t s  negative import, and the SST i s  only a s l i g h t  
issue, receiving ambivalent treatment. 
In Dallas,  of the 24  percent of the headlines concerning the sonic 
boom, only  4 5  percent were negat ive,  as  opposed t o  55 percent 
being neutral. Concerning the SST, 4 0  percent of the headlines 
were pos i t i ve  and 4 0  percent were neutral ,  with only 20 percent 
being  negative.   In  this  case,   the  incidence of the two symbols 
i s  balanced and the SST i s  more favorably treated than the sonic 
boom i s  unfavorably treated. 
Los Angeles, with i t s  equal emphasis of both the SST and the sonic 
boom in the headl ines ,  shows a s l igh t ly  h igher  nega t ive  ra t ing  
for  the sonic  boom than i t  does for  the SST ( 5 7  percent - 4 7  per-  
cent) .  Nei ther  of the symbols i s  viewed p o s i t i v e  i n  more than 
27 percent of the  headl ines .   Interest ingly,   the   sonic  boom 
headline symbol ( 2 7  percent)  ra ted a s l igh t ly  h igher  pos i t ive  
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coverage  than  did  the SST symbol (23 percent).   Thirty  percent 
of the SST headl ines  were classi f ied as neu t r a l .  
I t e m  Context Analysis 
A l l  of  the analysis  to  fol low i s  based on a reduction of the 47 
theme categories .  The 47 categories  are  reduced to  four  cate-  
gories:  themes favorable   to   the  SST, themes unfavorable  to 
the SST, themes favorable toward the sonic boom, themes un- 
favorable toward the sonic  boom. 
The item context category defines the area of i n t e r e s t  o r  t h e  
overa l l  top ic  of t h e  a r t i c l e s  i n  which there  i s  coverage  of 
the sonic boom or  the SST. Using th i s  type  of ana lys i s ,  it i s  
poss ib le  to  examine under what circumstances the two topics  of 
interest  are  favorable  or  unfavorably viewed.  That i s ,  the I t e m  
Context i n  some instances more or  less  def ines  the  s t rong  poin ts  
and the weak points of the two issues .  The Item  Context  of  the 
themes i s  considered in conjunction with the incidence and the 
d i rec t ion  of the four  theme categories .  
Incidence - of Themes 
The Item Context categories are rated by the incidence of 
themes appearing within each category. The  more themes  which 
occur within a par t icular  category,  the higher  the rat ing it 
rece ives .  This  ra t ing  w i l l  give an idea of the major areas 
of in te res t  regard ing  the  top ics  of the sonic boom and super- 
son ic  a i r c ra f t .  
The following table ranks the categories and gives the number 
of themes appearing within each context and the percentage 
t h a t  t h i s  number represents  from t h e  t o t a l  2,030 themes. 
A - 1 3 1  
Table A.102 
INCIDENCE OF THEMES  BY  ITEM  CONTEXT 
(TOTAL  SAMPLE) 
Item -___~ Context  Category Frequency 
Theme 
Trouble  over  Aircraft  Noise & Sonic Booms 413 
(damage,  complaints,  protest  action) 
Study of, report of, conjecture of sonic 279 
boom,  effects 
Political  and  economic  factors  in SST 249 
development 
Air  t ansportation  growth,  development  159 
Announcement of, report of, theory  of  151 
testing 
Report of SST, Concorde, TU-144 develop- 116 
ment (orders for, testing  of) 
Sonic  Boom  89 
Economic  fa tors  in  SSTdevelopment  79 
Scientific-technological  phenomenon  or 79 
developments in aircraft  world 
Noise,  safety regulations 60 
SST  Program 59 
Progress,  cience-technology  ineneral 51 
Legal matters, new laws, litigation  over 
SST/Boom 49 
Aviation  industry,  other  "private industries'' 45 
Military  factors  in  SSTdevelopment  39 
About  SST assets/defects as a  plane 25 
Percent 
20 
14 
12 
8 
7 
6 
4 
4 
4 
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I t e m  Context  Category  Frequ ncy  Percent 
Theme 
Conservation,  elated  social   prob ems 2 1  1 
Combination of trouble over aircraft 
no ise  and economic f a c t o r s  
2 1  1 
Non-a i rc raf t   re la ted  9 44 
P o l i t i c a l   f a c t o r s   i n SST development 6 30 
Government budge t ,   f i s ca l   a f f a r s  2 10 
Travel and r ec rea t ion  1 5 
It i s  observed that the two ca tegor ies  of highest  theme incidence 
are about the sonic boom and i t s  e f f e c t s .  The main concern i s  
obviously  the  adverse  effects of the  sonic boom.  The t h i r d  
ranked category deals w i t h  t he  main items of controversy in the 
development of the SST--the pol i t ical  implicat ions and the  eco- 
nomic predic t ions  of  the  pro jec t .  The fourth i tem i s  of a gen- 
e ra l  na ture ,  inc luding  the  whole a rea  of modern a i r  t r a n s p o r t a -  
tion  growth,  development, and  problems. The r o l e  of  the SST i n  
th i s  con tex t  would obviously  be of concern.  In  f i f th  ranking 
i s  the context  in  which t e s t i n g  i s  announced, explained, o r  
reported.  Judging from this  high ranking,  the publ ic  was a t  
l e a s t  informed of the proceedings of the testing. 
Nature of Coverage 
The themes appearing in the Item Context categories were 
analyzed for the predominance of the sonic boom or  the  SST 
symbol  and for  the  overa l l  favorable  o r  unfavorable d i s -  
position toward these symbols. 
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SST Symbol Predominance 
Favorable Coverage (SST) 
The contex ts  in  which the  SST was the  main symbol and i n  
which the  d i spos i t i on  toward the SST was markedly favorable 
were  few. A s  might  be  expected,  the  context of s c i e n t i f i c  
and technological developments in the aircraft  world treated 
t h e  SST favorably,  with 87 percent of t h e  statements about 
t he  SST being of  a pos i t ive  na ture .  It would a l s o  be  an- 
t i c i p a t e d  t h a t  t h e  SST would be viewed favorably in the con- 
t e x t  of the  av ia t ion  indus t ry  and other  such related pr ivate  
indus t r i e s ,  as it  i s  a r e s u l t  of t he  s tud ie s  and research 
of t h i s  in te res t  g roup  tha t  the  SST i s  even a f e a s i b l e  pro-  
j e c t .  The SST would represent  a point of pr ide  as  wel l  as  
a possibi l i ty  for  prof i t .  Eighty-one percent  of  the themes 
concerning  the SST were f avorab le  in  th i s  con tex t .  In t e r -  
es t ingly,  ' the  context  of  economic f ac to r s  i n  the  development 
of the SST t r ea t ed  73 percent of the themes about the SST i n  
a pos i t i ve  manner. Since much of the controversy surrounding 
the  SST i s  about the excessive cost of developing it  and 
the federal  government 's  role  in  this  f inancing,  these re-  
su l t s  a r e  su rp r i s ing .  'They a r e  somewhat o f f s e t  by the 
observat ion that  the context  which deals  w i t h  both the 
economic  and t h e  p o l i t i c a l  f a c t o r s  i n  t h e  development of 
t h e  SST i s  much more ambivalent i n  i t s  treatment of the SST. 
In  th i s  ca se ,  t he  d i s t r ibu t ion  of favorable and unfavorable 
treatment was almost balanced, result ing in 53 percent of 
t he  themes about the SST being posi t ive and 41 percent of 
the  themes being  negative. The remaining  themes  were e i t h e r  
neutral  or  balanced in  their  t reatment .  
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Balanced Coverage (SST) 
Although there were few contexts  in  which t h e  SST was the  
major symbol and was viewed favorably,  i t  i s  s ign i f i can t  
t ha t   t he re   a r e  - no contexts   in  which the  SST i s  the  major 
symbol  and i s  treated unfavorably.  The remaining  contexts 
i n  which the  SST i s  the major symbol demonstrate a more o r  
less balanced favorable and unfavorable posit ion toward the 
symbols. The contex ts  in  which t h i s  balanced  coverage on 
t h e  SST i s  predominant a r e :  
SST program. 
A i r  t ransportation growth and development. 
Report of SST Concorde, TU-144 development. 
P o l i t i c a l  and  economic f a c t o r s  i n  SST development. 
A l l  of these categories  except  one have t o  do w i t h  the tech- 
nological  aspects  of t he  SST and i t s  ac tua l  or  pro jec ted  
s tages  o f  development and p lace  in  the  overa l l  framework of 
t h e  a i r  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  world.  
Sonic Boom Svmbol Predominance 
Unfavorable Coverage 
There are only four Item Context categories which have a pre- 
dominance of themes about the sonic boom which are unfavor- 
ab le  in  d i r ec t ion .  Under t h e  Item  Context  Category of sonic 
boom, themes about the sonic boom were 68 percent unfavorable. 
Within t h i s  category would f a l l  themes about  the actual  ef-  
f e c t s  of the sonic boom and  themes about the studies being 
conducted t o  reduce  the  sonic boom. Eighty-one  percent  of 
the  themes were unfavorable toward the sonic boom in the con- 
t e x t  of conservation and r e l a t e d  s o c i a l  problems.  This would 
A-135 
be expected since the sonic boom would only be mentioned i n  
t h i s  c o n t e x t  i f  i t  had disturbed or destroyed any landmarks 
or archeological remains. Under the context  of lega l  mat te rs  
and l i t i ga t ion  ove r  t he  SST o r  sonic boom, the sonic boom 
ra t ed  94 percent  unfavorable  coverage.  Within t h i s  context 
a r e  t h e  themes covering the Santa Barbara edict  to fine any 
supersonic  a i rc raf t  which caused a sonic boom over  the i r  
c i t y  l i m i t s ,  and the plea by c i t i zens  and /o r  au tho r i t i e s  t o  
pass some k ind  of  leg is la t ion  to  pro tec t  the  publ ic  from 
the sonic boom.  The negative  coverage  of  the  sonic boom 
would a l s o  be expected under the Item Context of trouble 
over  a i rc raf t  no ise  and sonic booms. I n  t h i s  case,  the 
themes about the sonic boom were 87  percent unfavorable 
toward t h a t  symbol. 
Balanced Coverage 
A s  would be expected, there are no ins tances  in  which the 
sonic boom is the major symbol and i s  t reated favorably.  
There a r e ,  however, t w o  contex ts  in  which the sonic  boom 
i s  the major symbol and the treatment i s  a balance of 
pos i t i ve  and negative themes. One of these contexts i s  the  
announcement o f ,  repor t  o f ,  o r  theory of  the tes ts  to  which 
t h e  t e s t  c i t i e s  were  exposed. Many times,   these announcements 
were made  by the  mi l i ta ry  bases  near  the  c i t ies  and i f  any 
damage were reported,  i t  was presented in the broader per- 
spect ive of the unl ikel ihood that  any extensive damage would 
be  caused by the sonic boom.  The mi l i t a ry  necess i ty  fo r  
such t e s t s  was a l s o  emphasized i n  t h e s e  a r t i c l e s .  The o ther  
contex t  in  wh.ich the sonic boom received balanced favorable 
and unfavorable coverage was t h a t  of the s tudy of ,  report  of ,  
conjecture of sonic boom and i t s  effects.  This Item Context 
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category would cover a wide range of themes, from actual 
experiences w i t h  the sonic boom to  the  p red ic t ions  and 
s tudies  of t h e  e f f e c t s  of the sonic  boom. Depending'on who 
i s  present ing the theme, the  damage could either be minimized 
(as  in  the  case  of t he  mi l i t a ry  announcements) o r  maximized 
(as  in  the  case  of a l a rmis t  c i t i zens  r eac t ing  f ea r fu l ly  to  
the  boom). 
Balanced SST and  Sonic Boom Symbol Coverage ~~~ ~ ~ 
There are  three I tem Context  categories  in  which there  i s  an 
equal  d i s t r ibu t ion  of themes concerning both the SST and 
the  sonic boom.  The context of t he   a s se t s  and defec ts  of 
the  SST has 4 7  percent of i t s  themes center ing  on the SST 
and 5 2  percent centering on the  sonic boom.  The themes 
t r e a t i n g  t h e  SST a r e  6 0  percent favorable,  as might be 
expected. However, the number of favorable themes dealing 
w i t h  the sonic boom a re  su rp r i s ing .  A t o t a l  of 4 5  percent 
of the themes about the sonic boom were p o s i t i v e ,  and 36 
percent  were  negative. An exp lana t ion  fo r  t h i s  f ac t  might 
be the presence of themes emphasizing the work being done on 
the sonic boom and the  hope tha t  t he  problem can be ef- 
f e c t i v e l y  d e a l t  w i t h  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  The context of noise  
and safe ty  regula t ions  i s  s p l i t  with 4 2  percent of t he  
themes t r ea t ing  the  SST and 57 percent  t rea t ing  the  sonic  
boom.  Of the themes dealing w i t h  t he  SST, 6 2  percent  are  
posi t ive,  indicat ing confidence that  a high standard of 
s a fe ty  i s  being demanded in  the  development of the SST. 
Of the  themes about the sonic  boom occurring within t h i s  
context ,  5 0  percent were unfavorable and 3 1  percent were 
favorable.  The implication of t h i s  d i s t r i b u t i o n  i s  tha t  
when e d i t o r s  and w r i t e r s  key t h e i r  a r t i c l e s  t o  the sonic 
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boom theme, t he  s to r i e s  a re  l i ke ly  to  be  nega t ive ly  
biased. 
Within t h e  context of m i l i t a r y  f a c t o r s  i n  t h e  development 
of the SST, 58 percent of t h e  themes were about the SST and 
41 percent were about the sonic boom. O f  t h e  themes  con- 
cerning the SST, 91 percent  were  favorable. T h i s  would be 
expec ted  s ince  the  mi l i ta ry  could  def in i te ly  use  e i ther  the  
r e s u l t s  o f  the research and development done by the  p r iva t e  
industr ies  involved in  the SST project ,  or  could use the 
commercial a i r c ra f t  i t s e l f  fo r  mi l i t a ry  t r anspor t  pu rposes .  
The themes concerning the sonic boom ra t ed  68 percent posi- 
t ive coverage of t h i s  symbol. This  f igure  would be astonish- 
ing,  were i t  not  in  t h i s  context.  Since the mili tary i s  i n  
the position of conducting the sonic boom t e s t s ,  it must 
a l s o  be i n  t h e  posit ion to defend the sonic boom, o r  a t  
l e a s t  t o  calm the  f ea r s  and minimize the  r eac t ion  of the  
publ ic  to  the  sonic  boom. The m i l i t a r y  i s  obviously  placed 
i n  a defensive posit ion due t o  t he  ro l e  tha t  i t  must f u l f i l l .  
Four of t he  Item Context categories were not included in t h i s  
analysis of theme groupings because of  the small number of 
themes within the category o r  because of t he  mixed and un- 
c l ea r  na tu re  of the category. 
Type of Art ic le  Analysis  
The type of a r t i c l e  was used  as  another  var iab le  in  the  ana lys i s .  
A l l  of t he  themes were c l a s s i f i e d  by their  appearance in  e i ther  
e d i t o r i a l  a r t i c l e s  o r  news and f a c t  a r t i c l e s .  By the nature of 
the  ca tegor ies ,  one would expect more extreme dispositions to- 
ward the symbols i n  t h e  e d i t o r i a l  a r t i c l e s ,  and more moderate 
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d i spos i t i ons  in  the  news and fact  coverage. When the data  were 
divided into these two ca tegor ies ,  747 themes o r  37 percent of 
t he  themes f e l l  in to  the  ca tegory  of e d i t o r i a l  a r t i c l e s .  The 
news and fact  category contained 1 , 2 7 5  themes, o r  63 percent of 
t h e  t o t a l  number of  themes. By the  nature  of t he  i s sues ,  it 
would be expected that there would be more e d i t o r i a l  comment on 
the sonic boom than on the SST. Since the sonic boom would more 
d i r e c t l y  a f f e c t  t h e  d a i l y  l i v i n g  p a t t e r n s  of the population, i t  
should  be  expected t o  be a topic  of more subjec t ive  import .  Also ,  
s ince the sonic  boom i s  a r a the r  new and unfamiliar phenomenon, 
even t o  t h e  s c i e n t i s t s ,  much of t he  r eac t ion  t o  i t  would be 
conjecture and not based on sound empirical  knowledge, par t icu-  
l a r l y  i n  r e g a r d  t o  the  pred ic t ions  of the long-term effects of 
the sonic boom. On the o t h e r  hand, the body of knowledge about 
t he  SST i s  taken largely from, the objective data provided by the  
producers  and  developers. Also ,  since  the  advent of  the  space 
age,  high  speed i n  a i r c r a f t  i s  viewed almost  casually. The 
subject  of SST development i s  mostly the great expense of the 
pro jec t  and the controversy as  to  who should  finance i t .  The 
analysis upholds the expectations expressed to a cer ta in  degree,  
bu t  no t  a s  s ign i f i can t ly  a s  was an t ic ipa ted .  Of t h e  e d i t o r i a l  
a r t i c l e s ,  55 percent of the themes  were about the sonic boom and 
44 percent of t h e  themes  were  about the  SST. Both symbols r e -  
ce ived  unfavorable  t rea tment  in  the  ed i tor ia l  a r t ic les .  The 
sonic boom themes were 79 percent unfavorable, and the SST 
themes were 56 percent unfavorable as opposed t o  41 percent 
favorable.  Analysis  of  the news a r t i c l e s  r e v e a l s  t h a t  5 1  percent 
of t he  themes concern the SST and 48 percent concern the sonic 
8 
8Eighteen  themes are  lacking,  thus the themes do no t  t o t a l  2,030. 
This can be explained by the  f ac t  t ha t  s eve ra l  themes were coded 
from the covers of magazines which were not included in the 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of type of a r t i c l e .  
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boom.  The SST i s  t rea ted  pos i t ive ly ,  wi th  57 percent of the 
themes being favorable and 35 percent being unfavorable. The 
sonic boom receives negative coverage, but the percentage of 
negative coverage i s  n o t  a s  h i g h  a s  i n  t h e  e d i t o r i a l  a r t i c l e s ,  
In the case of the news a r t i c l e s ,  58  percent of t he  themes con- 
cerning the sonic boom were unfavorable toward that symbol, and 
34 percent were positive. The t a b l e  below i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e s e  
f indings : 
Table A.103 
TYPE OF ITEM BY INCIDENCE AND DIRECTION OF THEMES 
SST 
Ed i to r i a l  Ar t i c l e s  P e r c e n t 3   T o t a l  Pos i t ive  Negative 
(N = 2 9 7 )  44 4 1  56 
News Ar t i c l e s  
(N = 5 7 1 )   5 1   5 7   3 5  
BOOM 
Edi tor ia l   Ar t ic les   P rcent  of Total  
(N = 3 7 4 )  55 16   79  
News Ar t i c l e s  
(N = 5 3 3 )  4 8   3 4   5 8  
Each t e s t  c i t y  was analyzed for i t s  ed i tor ia l  conten t  and direc-  
t i o n .  The r e s u l t s  of t h i s  ana lys i s  w i th in  the  t e s t  c i t i e s  were 
highly disparate .  Atlanta  had an  almost  even d i s t r ibu t ion  of 
e d i t o r i a l  and news a r t i c l e s .  Of the  ed i to r i a l  a r t i c l e s ,  t he  son ic  
boom  was only  s l igh t ly  emphasized  over  the SST. The sonic boom 
i s  represented favorably in 50  percent of the editorial themes, 
and  unfavorab.ly in  only 40 percent of the themes. The  same s l a n t  
in coverage i s  present  in  the  news a r t i c l e s ,  w i t h  53 percent of 
the themes on sonic boom being favorable and only 38  percent un- 
favorable. A tentat ive explanat ion of t h i s  favorable  disposi t ion 
toward the sonic boom i s  provided l a t e r ,  i n  t h e  discussion of the 
a t t r i bu t ion  va r i ab le s - - tha t  i s ,  who s t a t e s  t hese  pos i t i ve  themes 
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in  the  At lan ta  papers .  The coverage on the  SST i n  t h e  e d i t o r i a l  
a r t i c l e s  i s  more negative than posit ive,  the percentages being 
55 percent  to  44 percent .  In  the news a r t i c l e s ,  t he  f avorab le  
and unfavorable themes balance exactly,with 45 percent favorable 
and 45 percent unfavorable toward the SST. 
Chicago has an unusually high percentage of editorial articles 
a s  compared to  the  o ther  tes t  c i t i es .  S ix ty-s ix  percent  of the  
a r t i c l e s  examined in  the s tudy were ed i to r i a l  i n  cha rac t e r .  
T h i s  break from t h e  p a t t e r n  of predominant news coverage in the 
o t h e r  t e s t  c i t i e s  might be explained by the  lack  of a thorough 
sample  from t h i s  c i t y .  Of t h e  e d i t o r i a l  a r t i c l e s  i n  Chicago,  the 
sonic boom was t reated as  highly unfavorable ,  ( 8 4  percent) and 
the  SST was t reated as  mildly unfavorable  ( 5 4  percent ) .  F i f ty-  
eight percent of the themes w i t h i n  t h e  e d i t o r i a l  a r t i c l e s  t r e a t e d  
the sonic boom. Of the news a r t i c l e s ,  2 1  percent  were  about  the 
SST and 78 percent were about the sonic boom.  The themes within 
the  news category were 68 percent favorable t o  t h e  SST. The 
unfavorable disposit ion toward the sonic  boom  was  much reduced 
in  the  news category as compared t o  the edi tor ia l ’  category.  In  
this  case,  the coverage was 56 percent unfavorable and 38 percent 
favorable.  
The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of e d i t o r i a l  a r t i c l e s  and news a r t i c l e s  i n  
Dallas was uneven, in  favor  of news ar t ic les .  Seventy-s ix  per-  
cent  of a l l  of the themes in Dallas were presented in news 
a r t i c l e s .  Th i s  news coverage  favored  the SST and disfavored the 
sonic boom. The edi tor ia l  coverage was  much more ambivalent. 
The SST was t reated favorably and unfavorably in a balanced man- 
ner .  The sonic boom received only 46 percent negative coverage 
and 26 percent posit ive coverage. 
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The a r t i c l e s  i n  Los Angeles  are  divided s imilar ly  to  those in  
Dallas,  with 78 percent of the themes  coming from.news a r t i c l e s  
and only 2 1  percent coming  from e d i t o r i a l  a r t i c l e s .  The  news 
coverage i n  t h i s  c i t y  i s  a l so  s imi l a r  t o  tha t  i n  Da l l a s .  The 
sonic boom i s  t rea ted  negat ive ly  by 62 percent of the themes, 
and t h e  SST i s  t r ea t ed  pos i t i ve ly  by 58 percent of the, themes. 
The edi tor ia l  coverage of t he  SST i s  a l so  s imi la r ,  wi th  50 per- 
cent favorable treatment and 50 percent negative treatment.  
However, the coverage of the sonic boom i s  much more negat ive  in  
nature. This fact might be explained by the  d i f fe rence  in  ex- 
posure to the sonic boom i n  t h e  two c i t i e s .  Los Angeles i s  
continually exposed to the sonic boom, whereas Dallas was sub- 
jec ted  t o  only a limited  exposure. The similarities between 
the  two c i t i e s  might possibly be explained by t h e  c i t i e s '  i n t e r e s t  
i n  t h e  a i r c r a f t  i n d u s t r y .  Both economies p r o f i t  by the presence 
of a i r c r a f t  i n d u s t r i e s .  
The e d i t o r i a l  and news coverage in Denver i s  fair ly  balanced.  
Sixty-two percent of the  themes in  the  ed i tor ia l  ca tegory  a re  
about  the  sonic boom. Of these  themes, 88 percent are unfavorable 
toward the sonic  boom. The SST i s  t r e a t e d  i n  a balanced manner 
in   the   ed i tor ia l   ca tegory .  The  news category, however, t r e a t s  
the  SST i n  an unfavorable manner. Also, the sonic boom has more 
favorable coverage than unfavorable coverage, with 47 percent of 
the themes being favorable and 44 percent being negative. T h i s  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  i n  t h e  news coverage i s  probably due t o  t he  l a rge  
number of m i l i t a r y  announcements  appearing i n  t h e  media.  This i s  
more c l ea r ly  exp la ined  in  the  a t t r i bu t ion  ana lys i s .  
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Table A.104 
EDITORIAL AND NEWS COVERAGE BY SST+, SST-, 
BOOM+, BOOM-,  BY C I T Y  
D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Coverage 
(In percentage)  
"~ 
Boom 
Percent  
of 
CITY P o s i t i v e  
ATLANTA (N=43) 
E d i t o r i a l  
(N = 19) 47 44  55 52 50 40 
News (N=24) 45  45  45  54  53 38 
CHICAGO (N=2 19 ) 
E d i t o r i a l  
(N=146) 41  42 54  58 9 84 
News (N=73) 2 1  68 3 1  78 38  56
DALLAS (N=2 13) 
E d i t o r i a l  
(N=5 0) 48  0  50 52 26  46 
News (N=163) 57 59 37 42 2 7  67 
DENVER (N=182) 
E d i t o r i a l  
(N=85) 37 50 50 62 11 88 
News (N=97) 2 1  47  52 78 47 44 
LOS ANGELES (N=487) 
E d i t o r i a l  
(N=105) 49 50  50  50  24 73 
News (N=382) 51  58 36  48 32  62 
Attribution  Analysis 
The sources of themes found in  th i s  s tudy  would ce r t a in ly  in -  
fluence the direction of the coverage, depending on the  spec ia l  
i n t e r e s t s  of t he  spokesman. That i s ,  one would expect the mem- 
bers  of t he  a i r c ra f t  i ndus t ry  invo lved  in  the  SST projec t  t o  
have favorable comments about  the  program.  Likewise,  the m i l i -  
tary sources would be expected to  defend their  act ivi t ies .  The 
purpose of t h i s  s e c t i o n  of the  ana lys i s  i s  t o  determine who is  
speaking out on the  i s sues  of the  SST and the sonic boom and 
the i r  d i spos i t i ons  toward the  top ics .  If a co r re l a t ion  between 
the  a t t r ibu t ion  source  and the disposit ion toward the SST o r  
sonic boom can be established, one could begin t o  pred ic t  the  
kind of coverage to expect from par t icu lar  in te res t  g roups .  
The a t t r ibu t ion  sources  were  ranked for  their  incidence.  When 
the source of the information was unknown, the statement was 
a t t r i bu ted  to  the  r epor t e r .  The i n t e r e s t s  of reporters  being so 
var ied ,  th i s  ca tegory  cannot  cont r ibu te  s ign i f icant ly  t o  the  
ana lys i s .  The ca tegor ies  of "professionals ,"  "cr i t ics ,"  "experts ,  I 1  
and "supporters" and "studies" were included to get an idea of how 
often these elusive propaganda terms were used in place of 
spec i f i c  a t t r i bu t ion  sources .  The r a t i n g  of t h e  a t t r i b u t i o n  
sources i s  as  fol lows:  
Table A.105 
ATTRIBUTION RATINGS 
Source 
No source given 
P r i v a t e  c i t i z e n s ,  group 
f o r   c i t i z e n s  
Number Percent  of a l l  themes 
r e fe rences   a t t r i bu ted  t o  source 
869 43 
221 11 
A- 144 
Source 
Government  agencies, 
Congressmen 
Professionals 
Critics 
Experts 
Business,  Industrialists 
FAA, NASA 
Military 
Scientists 
CLASB, 0ther.Ban-the- 
boom types 
Studies 
Foreign government, 
citizens 
City, state  government 
Supporters 
It is  interesting to note 
Number  Percent of all themes 
references  attributed  to  source 
216 
18 
1 6  
12 
131 
121 
118 
84 
74 
5 5  
47 
45 
3 
11 
9 
8 
6 
6 
6 
6 
4 
4 
3 
2 
2 
2 
that  there are apparently  more  attribu- 
tions  from  private  citizens  and  civil  interest  groups  than  from 
any  other  source.  However,  this  figure  should  not  be  misleading. 
If all of the  national  government  agencies  and  branches were to 
be combined  (Congressmen, FAA and  NASA  and Military),  they  would 
be overwhelmingly  in the lead. It should be pointed  out  that 
the FAA and  NASA were put  in  a  separate  category  from  the  other 
national  government  agencies  because of their  primary  concern 
for the SST program,  and  the  likelihood  that  their  presence 
in the  other  category  would  overwhelm  any of the  controversy 
that  might come out of the  national  government  category. 
A- 145 
Att r ibu t ion  sources  d i f fe r  in  the i r  d i spos i t ion  toward t h e  SST 
and the sonic boom. A s  would be  expected  from the various sources,  
some sources express more i n t e r e s t  i n  one topic than in the other.  
This  ana lys i s  repor t s  the  d ispos i t ion  toward the  SST of those 
sources who express more i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  SST, and the  d ispos i t ion  
toward the  boom of those sources who express more i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  
boom.  When expressed interest  i s  balanced,  this  i s  also reported.  
The category "no source given" i s  not considered. 
The sources  direct ing 60 percent or more of t h e i r  a t t e n t i o n  t o  
the  SST are  the fol lowing:  
Business ,   manufacturers ,   industr ia l is ts  
FAA, NASA 
Foreign government sources 
C r i t i c s  
A l l  of these sources would be expected to express primary interest  
i n  t h e  SST. The businessmen and indus t r ia l i s t s  speaking  out  on 
the  i ssue  a re  those  who a r e  o r  would be direct ly  involved w i t h  
the SST p ro jec t .  The FAA i s  sponsoring  the  project.  Foreign 
governments such as France and England a re  in t e re s t ed  in  ex- 
changing news of the competit ive development of the  SST. "Cri t ics"  
in the coverage normally means c r i t i c s  of the SST program. 
The treatment of the SST by the business and i n d u s t r i a l i s t  
sources i s  54 percent  posi t ive and 40 percent negative. A higher 
percentage of positive coverage would have been expected, con- 
s ider ing  the  bus iness  in te res t  of t he  group and the  poss ib le  
opportuni t ies  for  subcontracts  and more job  pos i t ions  as  a r e s u l t  
of  an SST program. A poss ib le  explana t ion  for  th i s  lack  of 
enthusiasm might be the reticence of some groups involved in the 
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SST program t o  t a k e  t h e  f i n a n c i a l  r i s k  t o  g e t  t h e  program under- 
way. Many of  t h e  a i r l i n e s  and a t  l e a s t  one  of the sub-contractors  
fo r  t he  p ro jec t  were found t o  be of t h i s  a t t i t u d e .  
The FAA and NASA made a high percentage of posi t ive s ta tements  
about the SST, a s  would be  expected.  Seventy-six  percent  of a l l  
o f  t he  themes a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  FAA o r  NASA were favorable toward 
the  SST, and 19  percent were negative. 
The  two sources emphasizing the unfavorable aspects of the SST 
a re  the  fore ign  government sources and t h e  c r i t i c s .  F i f t y - f i v e  
percent  of  the  a t t r ibu t ions  from foreign sources were negative. 
This might be explained in t w o  ways. Some of the foreign sources 
would be expected to  poin t  ou t  the  lead  of the  Concorde over the  
SST. Also  making the  news  on occasion was a  Swedish s c i e n t i s t  who 
was very strongly opposed t o  the development of supersonic a i r -  
c r a f t  . 
The term "crit ics" implies an unfavorable stance toward the SST. 
Within t h i s  category, 88 percent of the coverage was unfavorable 
and the re  was no positive coverage. The remainder of the  themes 
were e i ther  neut ra l  o r  ba lanced  in  conten t .  
There are also four sources of a t t r i b u t i o n  which d i r e c t  60 percent 
o r  more of t h e i r  a t t e n t i o n  t o  the sonic boom. They a re :  
Mi l i ta ry  
P r iva t e  c i t i zens  
Ci t izens  League fo r  t he  Abolishment of Sonic Booms 
Studies 
These may a l s o  be par t ia l ly  explained by the  in t e re s t s  or  experi-  
ences of the sources fall ing into these categories.  The mi l i t a ry  
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i s  responsible  for  the sonic  boom t e s t i n g  and i s  faced w i t h  the  
necessity of explaining the sonic boom  when there  are  quest ions 
o r  complaints.  Conversely, it is  not  d i rec t ly  involved  in  the  
SST production and would not be expected to speak out on t h a t  
topic .  The p r i v a t e  c i t i z e n s  a r e  more d i r e c t l y  exposed to  the  
sonic boom than  they  are  to  the  SST p r o j e c t  i n  terms of d i r e c t  
experience, and thus would be expected to speak out more of ten  
on t h i s  topic .  CLASB (The Cit izens League Against  the  Sonic Boom) 
defines i t s  i n t e r e s t s  i n  i t s  t i t l e .  The term "studies" in the 
coverage refers 87 percent of the time to studies conducted on 
the sonic boom, such as  the reports  on the Edward's A i r  Force 
Ba s e experiment s . 
The coverage i n  all of these categories  i s  negative toward the 
sonic boom, except in the case of t he  mi l i t a ry .  The highest  
percentage of negative themes comes from CLASB, which was a t -  
t r i bu ted  a s  s t a t ing  95 percent unfavorable themes toward the sonic 
boom. The themes about t h e  sonic boom a t t r i b u t e d  t o  p r i v a t e  
c i t i z e n s  a r e  86 percent unfavorable. In the case of the cate-  
gory  of s tud ies ,  the  nega t ive  themes drop t o  60 percent.  The 
mi l i ta ry  d ispos i t ion  toward the sonic boom  was  65 percent pos i -  
t i v e .  T h i s  does  not mean that  the mil i tary sources  c la im that  
the sonic boom i s  good--they merely claim that i t  i s  not  as  bad 
a s  many sources would an t i c ipa t e .  In  t h i s  s ense ,  t he  a t t i t ude  of 
t he  mi l i t a ry  toward the sonic  boom is defensive. 
The o ther  f ive  ca tegor ies  d i sp lay  a more o r  less  balanced interest  
in  both the SST and the sonic boom. These a re :  
National government-agencies and Congressional members 
Local,  state  governments 
Scient is  t s 
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Professionals  
Experts 
The r e su l t s  i n  the  ana lys i s  of the national government a t t r i b u -  
t i o n s  a r e  among the  most i n t e re s t ing .  The themes dealing with 
the  SST by t h i s  a t t r i b u t i o n  s o u r c e  a r e  75 percent unfavorable. 
It i s  wi th in  th i s  ca tegory  tha t  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  and  economic con- 
troversy  surrounding  the SST i s  focused.  Although  the SST i s  
being financed in i t s  f i r s t  s t a g e s  by the U .  S.  government, t he  
media ind ica t e s  t ha t  t he re  i s  not consensus among those represent- 
ing  the  na t iona l  government. The themes dealing with the sonic 
boom which were a t t r i b u t e d  t o  n a t i o n a l  government sources are 
60 percent unfavorable. 
The loca l  and s t a t e  government a t t r ibu t ion  sources  revea l  a more 
or  less  balanced disposi t ion toward the  SST, and  a highly nega- 
t i ve  d i spos i t i on  toward the sonic boom (91 percent unfavorable). 
This would be expected since the primary interests of t he  loca l  
and s t a t e  governments a re  in  pro tec t ing  the  wel fare  of t h e  c i t i -  
zens  wi th in  the i r  ju r i sd ic t ion .  
The sc i en t i s t s  d i sp l ay  a more unfavorable disposit ion toward the 
SST than would be expected, considering the association of  the  
SST w i t h  sc ien t i f ic  progress .  The r e s u l t s  of the  ana lys i s  show 
t h a t  58 percent of the themes dealing w i t h  the SST which a r e  
a t t r i b u t e d  t o  the  sc ien t i s t s  a re  unfavorable .  T h i s  result   cannot 
be readily explained. The themes dealing w i t h  the sonic boom 
within t h i s  category are  65 percent negative.  T h i s  might  be 
explained by the  f ac t  t ha t  most of t he  sc i en t i f i c  r e sea rch  on 
the sonic boom foresees  no way t o  eliminate the sonic boom and 
can only present conjectures as t o  the  poss ib le  ways t o  reduce the 
boom. 
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The category of  professionals  t reats  both the SST and the sonic 
boom i n  a negative manner. Of the  themes  about the  SST, 100 per- 
cent were negative. Of the  themes dealing with the sonic boom, 
75 percent were negative.  These results cannot presently be 
explained by the  par t icu lar  in te res t s  or  exper iences  of t h i s  
group. 
The most i n t e r e s t i n g  of t h e  "propaganda" terms was t h a t  of 
1 1  experts." The exper t s  t rea t  bo th  the  SST and the sonic boom 
favorably. Of the statements about the SST, 60 percent  were 
p o s i t i v e  i n  t h i s  category.  Also, 60 percent  of  the  sonic boom 
themes  were favorable.  Since the "experts" are not known or  
spec i f i ca l ly  r e fe r r ed  t o ,  t h i s  category must be assumed t o  be one 
of persuasion which i s  being used by other sources. 
Each tes t  c i t y  i s  analyzed for the incidence of p a r t i c u l a r  a t t r i -  
butions appearing within the media of t h a t  c i t y .  These  sources 
of a t t r i b u t i o n  might  wel l  give an indicat ion of  the interests  of 
t h e  c i t y - - o r  a t  l e a s t  an indication of why the coverage among 
t h e  t e s t  c i t i e s  d i f f e r e d  on occasion. 
The three highest  sources of a t t r i bu t ion  in  At l an ta  a re  the  
national  government, FAA and NASA, and s tudies .  Sixty-s ix  per-  
cent of the  na t iona l  government source themes are about the SST, 
which  were 100 percent unfavorable in Atlanta.  These are offset  
by a t t r i b u t i o n s  by FAA and NASA, of which 87 percent are about 
the  SST and 85 percent of these are favorable.  Of the themes 
a t t r i b u t e d  t o  s t u d i e s ,  100 percent  are  about  the sonic  boom and 
60 percent of these are favorable. Although the "n" f o r  themes 
t reat ing the sonic  boom i s  small  in  the other  two ca tegor ies ,  
both of them report  favorably toward the sonic boom. It should 
be pointed out that "studies" i s  an  ambiguous  term. It does 
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not  document t h e  s t u d i e s  r e f e r r e d  t o  and seems to  be  used  as  an  
e lus ive  term fo r  au tho r i ty .  
The source of a t t r i bu t ion  accoun t ing  fo r  t he  l a rges t  number of 
themes i n  Chicago i s  pr iva te  c i t izens .  Thi r ty- two percent  of  
t he  themes appearing in  the media of  t h i s  c i t y  were a t t r i b u t e d  
t o  p r i v a t e  c i t i z e n s  o r  groups of c i t izens .  This  i s  a character-  
i s t ic  shared  only  by Denver. It  should be noted that there were 
no a t t r i b u t i o n s  by pr iva te  c i t izens  appear ing  in  the  At lan ta  news- 
papers. The o ther  two sources of r e l a t i v e l y  h i g h  a t t r i b u t i o n  i n  
Chicago a r e  t h e  n a t i o n a l  government  and the  mi l i t a ry .  The themes 
a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  c i t i z e n s  were unfavorable to both the SST and 
the sonic  boom.  Of the  6 4  percent  deal ing with the sonic  boom, 
82 percent were unfavorable. Those treating the SST were 6 4  per- 
cent  negat ive.  It would seem t h a t  t h e  r e s u l t s  i n  t h i s  c a t e g o r y  
would be of interest  to sources concerned with the public reaction 
to  the  son ic  boom. Again i n  Chicago,  the themes a t t r i b u t e d  t o  
the  na t iona l  government are  unfavorable  both toward the SST and 
the sonic boom. The d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h i s  c a s e  i s  t h a t  t h e  themes 
about the sonic boom a r e  predominant.  Ninety-two  percent  of  the 
themes a t t r i bu ted  to  the  mi l i t a ry  a re  abou t  t he  son ic  boom. The 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  of posi t ive to  negat ive coverage is  less  no tab le  than  
might be expected, with 52 percent of t he  themes being favorable 
toward the sonic  boom and 43 percent being unfavorable. 
The three  highest   sources of a t t r i b u t i o n  i n  D a l l a s  a r e :  t h e  
na t iona l  government, business ,  and profess iona ls .   F i f teen   per -  
cent of the themes appea r ing  in  the  c i ty  a re  a t t r i bu ted  to  
na t iona l  government sources. Of these ,  6 4  percent  are  about  the 
SST and 35 percent about the sonic boom. Although the percentage 
i s  much lower than in  the  o the r  t e s t  c i t ies  cons idered ,  the  
tendency i s  toward negative  coverage of t he  SST. I n  t h i s  c a s e ,  
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the  negat ive themes represent 54 percent of t h e  SST coverage. 
The coverage of the sonic boom within this  category is  not  readi ly  
explicable.  Fifty-four percent of the sonic boom themes  were 
favorable and 41 percent negative. This does not f i t  i n  t h e  
general  pat tern of na t iona l  government a t t r i b u t i o n  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  
The business attribution source in Dallas might well be expected 
because of the interest in developing a new a i r p o r t  i n  t h a t  a r e a .  
The business sources concentrated on the  SST fo r  t he i r  t op ic  of 
in te res t - -wi th  83 percent of the  themes being on t h i s  subject .  
Of these  themes, 86 percent  were  favorable  toward  the SST. Often 
the  argument was used in Dallas that the supersonic age was coming 
and tha t  t he  community should prepare for the advent w i t h  an up- 
da ted  a i rpor t .  The  number of profess iona l  a t t r ibu t ion  sources  
in  Dal las  i s  present ly  inexpl icable .  The themes  were evenly 
divided between those about the SST and those about the sonic 
boom. Of the themes  about the SST, 100 percent were unfavorable. 
Sixty-s ix  percent  of the  themes about the sonic boom were un- 
favorable.  
A s  i n  Chicago, the highest  source of attr ibution i n  Denver i s  
t h a t  of p r i v a t e  c i t i z e n s  o r  groups of c i t i z e n s .  T h i s  category 
accounts for 31 percent of a l l  of the themes appearing within 
t h a t  c i t y .  The o ther  t w o  main sources of a t t r i b u t i o n  a r e  t h e  
na t iona l  government  and the  mi l i t a ry .  The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  themes 
about the SST and the sonic boom within the category of p r iva t e  
c i t i z e n s  i s  a l s o  comparable t o  Chicago.  Sixty-four  percent of 
the  themes were about the sonic boom and 86 percent were negative. 
The d ispos i t ion  toward the  SST by the  p r iva t e  c i t i zens  i s  some- 
what surprising. In Chicago the SST was viewed unfavorably by 
the  c i t izen  a t t r ibu t ion  sources .  However, i n  Denver, i t  i s  60 
percent  favorable .  This  resul t  is  no t  exp l i cab le  a t  t h i s  po in t  
i n  the  ana lys i s .  The themes a t t r i bu ted  to  the  na t iona l  government 
A-152 
i n  Denver a r e  80 percent about the sonic boom and 20 percent 
about the SST. The d i spos i t i on  in  bo th  cases  i s  unfavorable. 
The themes about t he  SST a r e  66 percent  negat ive,  whereas , the 
themes about the sonic  boom a r e  50 percent negative and 33 percent 
pos i t i ve .  The  themes a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  m i l i t a r y  a r e  a s  would be 
expected--favorable to both the SST and t h e  sonic boom. Ninety- 
one percent of the themes concern the sonic  boom and 81 percent 
of these were favorable toward the boom. This might be explained 
a s  a response t o  the high negat ive react ion to  the sonic  boom by 
the  c i t i zens  of Denver. 
Los Angeles i s  the  on ly  c i ty  in  which t h e  m i l i t a r y  i s  the  l a rges t  
source of a t t r i b u t i o n .  The other  important  sources of a t t r i b u t i o n  
i n  Los  Angeles are:  the national government,  business,  private 
c i t i z e n s  and the  FAA. Sixty percent of t h e  themes a t t r i b u t e d  t o  
the  mi l i ta ry  a re  about  the  sonic  boom and 6 2  percent of these 
themes are  favorable  toward the  boom. Of the  39 percent  t rea t ing  
the SST, 100 percent  are  favorable .  The na t iona l  government 
sources focused evenly on both topics  in  the Los Angeles media. 
Those t r e a t i n g  t h e  sonic boom were 74 percent negative.  However, 
the treatment of t he  SST was more balanced, with 53 percent of 
t he  themes being favorable to the SST and 46 percent being un- 
favorable.  
The business sources focused mainly on the  top ic  of the  SST a s  
would be  expected. However, there  were more negative themes 
than posi t ive,  which is  not expected, considering the large 
a i r c r a f t  i n t e r e s t s  i n  Los Angeles. Fifty-seven percent of the 
themes about t he  SST were unfavorable, and only 40  percent were 
favorable. Part of this might be accounted for by the  f ac t  t ha t  
a d d i t i o n a l  a i r p o r t  f a c i l i t i e s  r e q u i r e d  by the  SST composed a 
nega t ive  f ac to r  fo r  t he  SST in  the divis ion of  themes by favorable 
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o r  unfavorable dispositions. This i s  not an absolutely negative 
fea ture  for  the  SST, as the business  interests  of Dallas demon- 
strate. There i s  a s i m i l a r  s i t u a t i o n  i n  Los Angeles. 
The a t t r i b u t i o n s  t o  p r i v a t e  c i t i z e n s  i n  t h e  Los Angeles media 
were 66 percent favorable toward the SST and 96 percent unfavor- 
able  toward the sonic boom.  The frequency of  themes was about 
even. 
The themes a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  FAA were  mainly  about  the SST. In  
l ine with the previous pat terns ,  the themes were highly favorable 
toward the SST--75 percent i n  this  case.  
In  comparing the resu l t s  wi th in  and among t h e  c i t i e s ,  i t  i s  
noted that  the nat ional  government i s  one of the main sources 
of a t t r i b u t i o n  i n  a l l  o f  t he  t e s t  c i t i e s .  The FAA and NASA 
sources are high only i n  Atlanta  and Los Angeles. The only 
c i t ies  with high business attr ibution sources are Los Angeles 
and Dallas. Three of t h e  c i t i e s ,  Chicago, Denver  and Los 
Angeles, have a h igh  r a t e  of publ ic  c i t izen  a t t r ibu t ion  sources .  
Notably, the remaining two c i t i e s ,  A t l a n t a  and Dallas,  carry 
only  a negl ig ib le  number of references t o  the  pr iva te  c i t izens .  
At t r ibu t ions  from the  mi l i ta ry  a re  h ighes t  in  Los Angeles, 
Chicago, and  Denver.  Again, Atlanta  and Dal las  are  diss imilar  
t o  the  major i ty  pa t te rn  in  th i s  respec t .  
Date of Art ic le  Analysis  
.The coverage of the sonic boom would be expected to increase 
when the boom t e s t i n g  began, and to  decrease when it ceased. 
To tes t  t h i s ,  p a r t  of the analysis  w a s  to observe the number of 
themes appearing in the mass media over the period of time 
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covered  by the sampling. The results were as expected. From 
June  to  the beginning of the testing in July,  the number of 
themes increases  almost by 50 percent .  Similar ly ,  from  October, 
t he  l a s t  month of t h e  t e s t i n g ,  t o  November, the number of  themes 
decreased by a l i t t l e  more than 50 percent.  The month of peak 
coverage on the  i ssue  w a s  August, with 2 4  percent of the themes 
being  published  during  that  month. The table  fo l lowing  i l lus -  
trates the number and percent of  themes appearing in the media 
sampled for  th i s  s tudy:  
Table A .  106  
NUMBER OF THEMES BY MONTH 
Month 
June 
J u l y  
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
9 January 
Number of Themes 
190 
362 
4 6 3  
324 
374 
1 6 4  
14 
33 
Percent 
10 
19  
24 
17 
1 8  
9 
1 
2 
One of the quest ions of i n t e re s t  i n  t he  r e sea rch  i s  t o  ascer ta in  
whether continued exposure to the sonic boom r e s u l t s  i n  a higher 
rate of  unfavorable  coverage on the topic .  It  i s  a l s o  of i n t e r -  
e s t  t o  f i n d  o u t  i f  t h e  amount of subjective coverage of the  
topic  increases  with  prolonged  exposure. These two quest ions 
w i l l  be  considered in  the fol lowing par t  of  the analysis .  
'Articles were co l l ec t ed  fo r  December and January, 1 9 6 8 ,  only 
i n  t h e  Los Angeles  papers.  Thus,  the  percentages are not  
accura te  for  a l l  of t he  t e s t  c i t i e s  for  these  two months. 
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It would be expected that coverage of the sonic boom would in- 
crease in  re la t ion  to  the  ex tended  exposure . ,  The ana lys is  shows 
th i s  t o  be  pa r t ly  t rue .  The months i n  which the sonic boom i s  
emphasized most heavily are August and November. August i s  the 
mid-point  in  the tes t ing per iod and November i s  one month after 
t h e  t e s t i n g  had  ceased.  This would indicate  both a s t rong 
reac t ion  to  the  boom during the tes t ing per iod and a post- 
react ion to  exposure.  It i s  notable  that  of  the ar t ic les  deal-  
ing with the sonic boom, the amount of negative coverage in- 
creases s t ead i ly  from the f i r s t  month of t he  t e s t ing  to  the  
l a s t  month  of t e s t i n g ,  r i s i n g  from 50 percent  to  75 percent.  
This would seem to indicate that extended exposure to the boom 
does not result i n  more tolerance or acceptance of t he  phenome- 
non, as one might  conjecture. However, it i s  also  noteworthy 
that the percentage of negative coverage of the sonic boom 
during the tes t ing per iod w a s  never  qui te  as high as t h a t  of the 
month previous  to  the  tes t ing  (78  percent).  This would i n i t i a l l y  
seem t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  r e a l i t y  of the sonic boom  was a t  any 
rate not  as bad as had  been ant ic ipated or  feared.  However, 
th i s  resu l t  might  a l so  be explained by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  less 
defensive material (such as the  mi l i ta ry)  w a s  published during 
t h i s  month previous   to   the   t es t ing .  The following  table il- 
lus t ra tes  the  f ind ings  of t h i s  ana lys i s :  
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Table A .  107 
Coverage  Direction of Coverage  Direction of 
Month N About SST SST Coverage About Boom Boom Coverage 
Pos. Neg . Pos. Neg . 
June 159  
Ju ly  326 
August 4 1 3  
September 294 
October 3 3 2  
November 13: 
December 7 
January 26 
6 2  
58 
3 2  
4 9  
59  
36 
100 
5 3  
50  
6 9  
4 2  
46  
46 
5 2  
57  
50  
37  37 18  78 
26 41 3 9   5 0  
53   67  31 6 2  
4 9   5 0   2 0   7 4  
44 40 16  75 
4 5   6 3   2 0   7 6
4 2  
4 2   4 6   5 0   5 0  
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Theme  Incidence  and  Source 
Since  the  emphasis  of  this  study is primarily  on  the  themes 
appearing in the  mass  media  and ot solely on the  gross  number 
of articles  and  their  overall  direct.ion,  most of the  analysis 
is  based on themes. In the 444 articles in this  study, 2,030 
themes were recorded  and  classified  into  one of the 47'major 
theme  categories. In the  analysis  it was found  that 68 percent 
of  these  themes  appeared in the  test  city  newspapers. The other 
32 percent were found in the  national  magazines or  newspapers. 
The  themes were rated  for  their  incidence.  They  fall  into  five 
categories: Low Incidence  (representing  under  one  percent  of 
the  total  theme  incidence), Fair Incidence (one - two  percent), 
Medium  Incidence  (two - three  percent), High Incidence  (three - 
four percent),  and  Very High Incidence (four - eight  percent). 
Each  theme  was  classified  for  its  direction in terms of the 
theme statemen!. If  the  theme  statement  appeared in the  coverage 
in agreement with the  theme  category,  it  would  be  classified  as 
positive. 10 
'If the  article  said  "it has  been  proven  that he  sonic  boom 
will not stunt  the  growth  of  vultures"--this  statement  would 
fall  into  the  category of "the  sonic  boom  will not harm  or 
disturb  animal  life - physiologically  or  psychologically,"  and 
it  sould  be  classified  as  positive n terms  of  the  theme  state- 
ment.  That is, the  theme  statement  is  in  agreement  with  the 
theme  category. If it  had  been  said  that  the  growth of vultures 
would  be  stunted,  the  theme  would  have  been  classified  as 
negative,  that  is in disagreement with the  theme  category. If 
the  theme  statement  neither  agrees nor disagrees  with  the  theme 
category,  or if the  article  alternately  covers  both  sides  of 
the  issue,  it  would  be  classified as neutral. 
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The t ab le  below ranks the themes in  order  of  their incidence 
and Table A.109 gives the percentage of pos i t i ve  and negat ive 
direct ions recorded for  each theme. 
Table A.108 
INCIDENCE OF THEMES 
Ident i fy ing  Theme S t a  ternen t 
Number 
LOW INCIDENCE (under 1 percent) :  
2 .  SST program,  supersonic  age coming, a "fact   of  
3 .  SST an outrage  p rpetrated  inthe name of  progress 
4.  Mention  f SST o r  Boom i n   r r e l evan t   con tex t  
l i fe"--s ta ted or  implied 
6.  SST work on schedule;   project  w i l l  be  completed 
within projected t i m e  period 
12 .  SST program  should  be  delayed,  slowed 
13 .  Foreign  cooperation  in  development  of  supersonic 
t ranspor t ,  no ise  s tud ies  
16 .  Testing  acceptable  to ublic,   understood 
18. Proper persons and places should be tested before 
SST allowed in service 
25. Boom w i l l  no t   d i s rup t  sea l i f e  unduly 
26. 
27. 
Boom w i l l  no t  cause  d is rupt ions  in  geologica l  
s t ruc tures ,  won ' t  d i s turb  na tura l  resources ,  
archeological  objects  
Boom w i l l  not harm, disturb animal l i f e ,  physio- 
logical ly  or  psychological ly  
28.  Boom w i l l  no t  cause severe,  dangerous  changes  in 
atmosphere: climate, radiation,  humidity 
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Ident i fy ing  
Number  Thr,ne S ta temen t 
30.  Deprecatory  remarks  about cr i t ics  of SST/Boom-- 
a l lusiontn fr inge types,  over-react ion,  non- 
community-minded i n t e r e s t s  
37.  Pos i t ive  view of m i l i t a r y  being  under c i v i l  con- 
t r o l ,  n o t  "doing as please" 
42. Boeing w i l l  no t  make unreasonable profits  from 
SST; w i l l  not monopolize production 
45. True  impact of SST cannot  beassessed  until i s  
in  serv ice .  
FAIR INCIDENCE (1.1- 2 . 0  percent) 
5. Problems involved  with  supersonic  f l ight  are
8. SST w i l l  p l a y  pos i t i ve  r o l e  i n  modern t ransporta-  
being worked on , t e s t ed  
t i on  problems, demands 
10.  Problems i n  Concorde or  TU-144 development 
11. Technical innovations completed/proposed for 
Concorde/TU-144 
14. Concorde  ah ad of  American SST i n  development 
33.  Repor t  of laws passed  to p r o t e c t  public from sonic 
boom; should and may be 
36.  Pol i t i ca l   fo rces   no t   c n t ro l l i ng  news, propaganda 
on SST; program not  being fois ted on public by 
government contrivance; a l l  explained t o  people  
38. Posi t ive  view  of  g vernment-industry a l l i a n c e  and 
cooperation in SST development 
44 SST seen  ascompeti t ion  for   internat ional   i r -  
c r a f t  supremacy; U.S. must keep ahead 
46. SST a democratic  venture; good f o r   a l l  members 
of soc ie ty ,  no t  j u s t  "jet  set" 
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1de;G:;ng 
Theme Statement 
MEDIUM INCIDENCE (2.1-3.0 percent) 
for  genera l  publ ic  
21. Boom does  not damage human health, not  dangerous 
23. Boom does  not   f r ighten,  s tar t le  c i t i z e n s  
39. Economic reasons  given  for  supporting SST; the 
good i t  w i l l  do f o r  economy, sec to r s  of the 
economy 
40.  
43. 
Appropriations for SST represent  no c o n f l i c t  of 
i n t e r e s t s  i n  b u d g e t  p r i o r i t i e s ;  i s  worthy enough 
pro jec t  to  deserve  federa l  funds  
Private indus t ry /a i r l ines  should  and are assuming 
f inanc ia l  r e spons ib i l i t y  and r i s k  f o r  SST--pro- 
pr ivate  f inancing s ta tements  
47. Supersonic  flight/Boom  seen  in terms of necessary 
mi l i ta ry  pro tec t ion  from "enemy"--support f o r  
defense purposes 
HIGH INCIDENCE (3.1-4.0 percent) 
7. 
19.  
SST w i l l  no t  requi re  changes  in  a i rpor t  f ac i l i t i e s  
or  personnel  t ra ining 
Sonic boom being studied--work being done t o  
reduce or eliminate boom i n  SST 
20. Sonic boom not  anoverdue  annoyance,  does  not 
affect  social-psychological  heal th  of humans 
2 2 .  Boom not harmful to physical  property (cracked 
windows, p las te r )  
29. R e  Boom complaints :   r ights  of redress  observed, 
compla in ts  l i s tened  to  
31.  Expression  ofneed  for and  existence of  an  act ive 
organiza t ion   to   p ro tec t   publ ic   in te res t .   Ci t izens  
speak out and appeal to authorit ies,  others speak, 
c a l l  f o r  s t u d i e s ,  etc.  
A - 1 6 1  
Ident i fy ing  
Number  Theme S ta  tement 
3 2 .  Expressions of support for SST--approval and/or 
propaganda--statements of convenience, comfort, 
speed ,  a l so  "pol i t ica l  va lues  ,'I "publ ic  interest"  
3 4 .  Government off ices ,   agencies  (FAA, NASA, mil i t a ry )  
ac t  i n  pub l i c  i n t e re s t  i n  s e t t i ng  up a i r  s a f e t y  
con t ro l ,  and a i r  n o i s e  c o n t r o l  
3 5 .  Government agencies, President, Congress express 
support  for SST; seek  leg is la t ion  and appropria- 
t i ons  fo r  
4 1 .  Boom w i l l  not   adversely  affect   product ion,   devel-  
opment,  economic success of SST 
VERY HIGH  INCIDENCE ( 4 . 1 -  7 .89  percent) 
1. SST seen in  posi t ive terms, e .g . ,  progress, 
innovat ions ,   feas ib i l i ty ,   sa fe ty- - technica l ly  
speaking 
9.  Signs  (a i r l ines   s igning  up) ,   redict ions  that  SST 
w i l l  be economic success,  investors w i l l  r e t r i e v e  
investments , e t c .  
15. Testing a sc ien t i f ic   p rocess   car r ied  o u t  care- 
f u l l y  and judiciously,  i s  explained and i s  
within norms of human exis tence,  n o t  a hoax 
17. 
2 4 .  
Testing has caused no excessive damage t o  property 
o r  people , no increase in  damage claims 
Boom w i l l  be normal p a r t  of physical environment; 
no worse than other modern aspects  of l i v ing ;  
people w i l l  l ea rn  to  l ive  wi th  it 
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I II 1111 I I 
Theme 
Statement 
Number 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
1 0  
11 
1 2  
1 3  
14 
1 5  
1 6  
1 7  
1 8  
1 9  
N 
5 1  
1 5  
6 
1 
3 1  
5 
6 
17  
7 6  
1 8  
14 
4 
1 0  
1 9  
1 0 1  
0 
7 
1 5  
41 
- 
Table A .  1 0 9  
THEME DIRECTION 
Pos i t i ve  
Percent 
62 
9 4  
67 
5 0  
89 
42 
9 
85 
5 9  
5 1  
47 
5 0  
7 1  
6 8  
66 
0 
8 
100 
57 
Neutral 
N, 
6 
0 
0 
1 
3 
1 
2 
0 
10 
5 
14 
0 
1 
6 
8 
0 
3 
0 
9 
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Percent 
4 
0 
0 
50 
8 
8 
3 
0 
8 
14 
47 
0 
4 
2 1  
5 
0 
3 
0 
1 3  
N, 
25  
1 
3 
0 
1 
6 
6 0  
3 
42  
1 2  
2 
4 
3 
3 
44 
3 
7 9  
0 
22 
Negative 
Percent 
30 
6 
33 
0 
3 
50 
88 
1 5  
33 
3 4  
7 
5 0  
2 1  
11 
29 
100 
89 
0 
3 1  
Theme 
Statement 
Number 
2 0  
2 1  
22 
23 
2 4  
2 5  
26 
27 
28 
29  
30  
3 1  
32 
33 
3 4  
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
N, 
5 
1 2  
11 
2 
1 3  
0 
0 
2 
0 
3 1  
9 
68  
30  
2 0  
41 
57 
0 
4 
7 
32 
0 
Pos i t ive  
Percent 
8 
2 4  
14 
4 
1 6  
0 
0 
2 0  
0 
47 
6 4  
9 4  
38 
1 0 0  
6 8  
8 9  
0 
33 
35 
7 8  
1 9  
N 
5 
1 
3 
0 
10 
2 
0 
1 
0 
4 
0 
2 
1 
0 
1 
3 
0 
1 
2 
3 
2 
- 
A- 1 6 4  
Percent 
8 
2 
4 
0 
1 2  
5 0  
0 
10 
0 
6 
0 
3 
1 
0 
2 
5 
0 
8 
1 0  
7 
4 
Negative 
N, Percent 
5 4   8 4  
38 7 4  
62  82 
5 1   9 6  
58   72  
2 5 0  
1 5   1 0 0
7 7 0  
1 1 0 0  
31   47  
5 36 
2  3 
47  60 
0 0 
18   30  
4 6 
2 8   1 0 0
7 58  
11 55 
6 1 5  
36  77 
Theme 
Statement 
Number 
41 
42  
43  
44 
4 5  
4 6  
47 
Pos i t ive  
N - Percent 
1 6  20 
5 36 
2 5   6 1  
2 5   8 1  
5 100 
0 0 
41 89 
Neutral 
N, Percent 
9 11 
2 14 
3 7 
4 1 3  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
Negative 
N, Percent 
5 4  68 
7 5 0  
1 3   3 2  
2  6 
0 0 
27 100 
5 11 
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Theme 
Statement 
Number 
1 
2 
5 
7 
8 
9 
10 
13 
14 
Table A. 110 
DOMINANT  THEMES  APPEARING  IN  TEST  CITIES 
Appearance  in  Test  Cities 
Dallas 
LOS Angeles 
Dallas 
Los Angeles 
Atlanta 
Dallas 
Denver 
Los Angeles 
Atlanta 
Chicago 
Dallas 
Los Angeles 
Atlanta 
Los Angeles 
Denver 
Los Angeles 
Frequency 
15 
2 3  
8 
15 
4 
9 
9 
2 4  
2 
10 
18 
42  
2 
15  
4 
11 
Percent 
7 
4 
4 
3 
8 
4 
5 
5 
4 
4 
8 
8 
4 
3 
2 
2 
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Theme 
Statement 
Number 
Appearance  in  Test  Cities 
15  Atlanta
Chicago 
Dallas 
Denver 
Los Angeles 
17 
19 
20 
Atlanta 
Chicago 
Dallas 
Denver 
Los Angeles 
Atlanta 
Chicago 
Dallas 
Denver 
Los Angeles 
Atlanta 
Chicago 
Dallas 
Denver 
Los Angeles 
Frequency 
4 
26 
18 
27 
50 
2 
14 
6 
17 
21 
3 
7 
6 
7 
26 
2 
13 
7 
6 
13 
Percent 
8 
12 
8 
14 
9 
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Theme 
Statement 
Number 
Appearance i n  T e s t  Cities 
2 1  At lan ta  
Chicago 
Dal las  
Denver 
Los Angeles 
22 
23 
2 4  
26 
29 
Chicago 
Dal las  
Denver 
Los Angeles 
Chicago 
Dal las  
Denver 
Los Angeles 
Atlanta  
Chicago 
Dal las  
Denver 
Los Angeles 
Denver 
Chicago 
Dal las  
Denver 
Los Angeles 
Frequency 
2 
6 
5 
6 
16 
1 2  
5 
11 
22 
9 
5 
10 
11 
3 
19 
13 
11 
13 
4 
13 
9 
7 
18 
Percent  
4 
3 
2 
3 
3 
2 
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Statement 
Number 
3 1  
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
Appearance  in ‘Test Cities 
Atlanta 
Chicago 
Dallas 
Denver 
Los Angeles 
Chicago 
Dall as 
Denver 
Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 
Atlanta 
Dallas 
Denver 
Los Angeles 
Atlanta 
Chicago 
Dallas 
Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 
Denver 
Frequency 
3 
9 
8 
12 
13 
5 
12 
7 
22 
12 
2 
7 
6 
15 
2 
7 
6 
15 
11 
6 
Percent 
6 
4 
4 
6 
2 
2 
2 
3 
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Theme 
Statement 
Number 
40 
41 
44 
46 
47 
Appearance  in Test Cities 
Atlanta 
Dallas 
Atlanta 
Chicago 
Dallas 
Denver 
Los Angeles 
Atlanta 
Chicago 
Dallas 
Atlanta 
Chicago 
Chicago 
Denver 
Los Angeles 
Frequency 
2 
8 
3 
9 
9 
6 
18 
2 
5 
6 
3 
6 
9 
12 
19 
Percent 
4 
4 
4 
2 
3 
6 
3 
4 
6 
4 
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Table A .  111 
C i t y  
Washington 
Los Angeles 
New York 
Denver 
Chicago 
Cambridge 
S e a t t l e  
London 
Dallas 
Pa r i s  
Santa Barbara 
Cleveland 
NUMBER OF THEMES BY CITY 
Number of Themes 
From C i t y  
442 
3 16 
187 
119 
114 
73 
57  
54 
53 
33 
2 1  
19 
Percent 
Total  Themes 
29 
2 1  
12 
8 
8 
5 
4 
4 
The themes within each ci ty  are  analysed by the i r  favorable  or  
unfavorable disposit ion toward t h e  SST and the sonic boom, i n  
order t o  t ry  to  f ind  de f in i t e  t r ends  in  the  cha rac t e r  of t he  
a r t i c l e s  o r i g i n a t i n g  f rom these  par t icu lar  c i t ies .  
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Table A. 112 
THEMES  ATTRIBUTED  TO  PRIVATE  CITIZENS  BY MONTH 
June 0 
July 12 
August 50 
September 79 
October 31 
November 4 
Table A .  113 
THEMES  ATTRIBUTED  TO  MILITARY BY MONTH 
June 4 
July 28 
August 46 
S ep t ember 16 
October 14 
November 1 
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